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Current Topics. 


Wir THE present issue we present our readers with a care+ 
fully pahon Bi index to the articles and correspondence of 
permanent utility for reference which are contained in the last 
ten volumes of the Soxrcrrors’ Journat. This is done in com- 
pliance with suggestions made by practitioners who have been 
so good as to say that they found recourse to articles which 
appeared in former volumes of service to them in practice, but 
had difficulty in finding them. We also receive from time to 
time inquiries as to the volumes in which particular articles are 
contained. We should rather fail in our duty if we did not 
take the opportunity of recording our gratitude to the men of 
eminence and oe in the various branches of the legal 
profession who have habitually chosen this journal as the 
medium for communicating to the profession their views on 
subjects of current interest, and to whose contributions is due 
the fact that many of the articles recorded in the Index have 
come to be cited or referred to in standard books of practice. 





TH Question, which was asked by Sir H. Fowzzr in the 
House of Commons on the 18th ult., and which we quoted a fort- 
night ago, as to the new Land Registry rule whereby pur- 
chasers registered with a possessory title for six years may be 
registered with an absolute title, was, on the 28th ult., answered 
by the Attorney-General as follows: 


“The thirty-sixth of the general rules, under the Land Transfer Act, 
made on the 18th of December last, provides that on application for re 
tration with an absolute title the examination of the title may be m ified 
in such manner as the registrar may think fit, in cases in which the land 
has been registered with a possessory or qualified title for six years prior to 
the date of application. I am informed that since the Act came into force 
about £10,000 a year has been set aside from the receipts of the Land 
Registry towards the insurance fund, and that it now amounts to £48,449, 
The 2ist section of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, provides that any 
deficiency shall be 7 out of the Consolidated Fund, but that any sum so 
paid shall be repaid out of money subsequently standing to the credit of 
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the insurance fund. The rules were made by the Lord Chancellor, and in| date of sale, and to maintain, specified fences. The vendor 


accordance with sub-section 2 of section 22 of the Act of 1897.’’ 


assistance of the Rule Committee” remains unanswered. 





THE ANNOUNCEMENT of a new edition of that well-known work | conveyance. 


and the learned judge held tht 
Although the conditions did not expressly 
stipulate for such a covenant, yet the obligation was 
clearly imposed on the purchaser, and the proper way 
to secure permanence for the obligation was to insert it in the 
A conveyance that fell short of this would 


Mayne on Damages may lead many practitioners to consider| said Kzxewicu, J., be a well-settled conveyance, adding that, 
whether the present practice of leaving the amount of damages | when once the bridge of conveyance had been passed, neither 


to be assessed by a jury is or is not open to objection. 


sentences passed by judges on criminals who have been con- 
victed of particular offences. With regard to these complaints, 


Com- 
plaints have recently been made of the lack of uniformity in the 


party could go back. 





Tue Court or Apreat have in Moore, Nettlefold, § Co. y, 


it must be observed that in a large proportion of cases the| Si”ger Manufacturing Co. (ante, p. 328) affirmed the salutary rule 


judges have had some years’ experience in the trial of criminals, 


that a landlord cannot himself be the purchaser upon a sale of 


and that they are able to consult their colleagues in cases of | $00ds under a distress levied by him. The ground of the 


difficulty. With juries the case is different. 
no experience whatever in the assessment of damages, or their 
experience may have been so small that it is calculated to mis- 
lead, rather than to assist, them. As was said by Lord Hatssury 
in The Mediana (1900, A. C. 116): “ You very often cannot lay 
down any principle upon which you can give damages; never- 
theless it is remitted to the jury, or those who stand in the 
place of the jury, to consider what compensation in money 
shall be given for what is a wrongful act. Take the most 
familiar and ordinary ease ; how is anybody to measure pain and 
suffering in moneys counted? Nobody can suggest that you 
can by any arithmetical calculation establish what is the exact 
amount of money which would represent such a thing as the 
pain and suffering which a person has undergone by reason of 
an accident.” It is strange, having regard to these difficulties, 
that under the present law damages are often left, within loose 
limits, almost entirely to the discretion of the jury, while in 
remote periods the most minute care was taken to fix the amount 
of compensation to be recovered as damages. In the laws of 
the Anglo-Saxon monarchs there was an elaborate and minute 
specification of the amount to be paid as compensation for 
different wrongs. It would be rash to prophecy what changes 
may take place in our civil procedure, but we should not be 
surprised if at some future period a law were passed to specify, 
or fix by limit, the amount of damages which may be recovered 
in particular actions. 





Taz REMARKS made by Kexewion, J., in Re Cooper and 
Crondace’s Contract (ante, p. 312) usefully emphasize the principle 
that a conveyance made in pursuance of a contract ought to 
embody all the terms of the contract which are not to be per- 
formed before execution of the conveyance. Primd facie the 
conveyance supersedes the contract, and any unperformed terms 
which are not to be found in the conveyance are taken to be 
abandoned. ‘ You have no right,” said James, L.J., in Leggott 
v. Barrett (15 Ch. D., p. 309), in speaking of an executory contract 
followed by a deed, ‘‘ to look at the contract either for the pur- 

of enlarging or diminishing or modifying the contract which 
is to be found in the deed itself.” There are, indeed, parts of 
the contract which may survive, but, to secure this result, it must 
appear that they relate to matters which are outside the scope 
of the conveyance, and for which, therefore, the conveyance 
would not be expected to provide. ‘‘ When,” said Bowen, L.J., 
in Palmer v. Johnson (13 Q. B. D., p. 357), “ one is dealing with 
a deed by which property has been conveyed, one must see 
if it covers the whole ground of the preliminary contract. 
One must construe the preliminary contract by itself, and see 
whether it was intended to go on to any and what extent after 
the formal deed had been executed.” But while it is possible 
for some of the stipulations of the contract to survive the exe- 
cution of the conveyance, yet this is only upon special grounds, 
and it would not be safe for the draftsman to omit from the con- 
veyance any terms directly affecting the property conveyed, 
and in particular any terms which bind the purchaser to effect 
any ee on the property. In the case before Kxxz- 
wicn, J., the particulars and conditions of sale of property in 
lots contained a page headed “ General Remarks,” and one of 
the sections into which these remarks were divided stated that 


They may have | Present decision, as also of King v. England (4 B. & S. 782), is 


that upon such a transaction there is no sale at all, and hence the 
statutory mode of divesting the property in the goods out of the 
owner does not take effect. Under 2 W. & M. sess. 1, c. 5, 5.2, 
the landlord is empowered to sell the goods, but apart from 
this his right is simply to detain the goods in order to compel 
the tenant to pay the rentdue. At the date of King v. England 
distrained goods had to be appraised before sale, and in that 
case the landlord took them at the appraised value in 
satisfaction of the rent and costs. There was thus some 
guarantee that a proper price had been given for the goods, 
but this did not alter the fact that, inasmuch as the land- 
lord was himself both vendor and purchaser, there had been no 
sale, and hence there had been no transaction which the statute 
could protect. At the present time appraisement does not take 
place except in accordance with the written requirement of the 
tenant. In Moore, Netilefold, § Co. v. Singer, §c., Co. a distinction 
was sought to be made upon the ground that the goods had 
been sold by auction, and had been bought in on behalf of the 
landlord. At such auction it was said he was not the vendor, 
the goods being in the custody of the law, and the actual sale 
being made by the auctioneer. But the auction takes place at 
the instance of the vendor, upon whom the power of sale is 
conferred by the statute, and it is difficult to see how he can save 
himself from being in the double position of vendor and 
purchaser. Moreover, although the fact that the sale is by 
auction gives some protection to the tenant, and it may even be 
said that the intervention of the vendor as au additional bidder 
is an advantage to him, the case might easily be made to wear 
another aspect, seeing that the vendor has all the arrangements 
for the sale under his own control. Hence the Court of Appeal 
held the sale to be invalid. 





In an action recently tried before Darina, J., in which the 
plaintiff sought to recover, as outgoing tenant of a farm in York- 
shire, the amount of a valuation made between him and the 
defendant, the question arose as to how far this valuation 
was conclusive. The facts, so far as we are able to gather 
them from a rather meagre report, were that one valuer was 
appointed to make a valuation of the fixtures, tillages, acts of 
husbandry, &c., between the outgoing and the incoming tenant, 
and that he estimated the amount at £334 14s., for which the 
action was brought. At the trial the defendant offered to prove 
that the valuer had included in the amount which he had 
assessed £10 as the value of the floor of a barn which had been 
so far annexed to the land asto be part of it, so that it could 
not be considered as a tenant’s fixture. But the learned judge, 
according to the report, decided that it was upnecessary to go into 
this question, since both sides had agreed not to call 
witnesses. The valuer had been appointed by both parties, 
and it was within his power to settle the matter. The 
defendant must abide by his decision, and there must 
be judgment for the plaintiff. We have some difficulty im 
following this statement of the law. We believe that it isa 
common practice in valuations between outgoing and incoming 
tenants for the referee not to be attended by any one on behalf 
of the parties, but to examine the farm personally, and by 
inspection to form his estimate of the amount to be paid. But 





each purchaser would have to erect within six months from the 


whatever may be the practice in this respect, the duty of the 
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required that a covenant to this effect should be inserted. 
It will be observed, on reference t> the question, that the|in the conveyance, 
crucial inquiry whether the rule was made “‘ with the advice and| he was right. 
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er would be only to put a value upon things which were in 
oe tenant’s Sxtuses, cal if it could is deen that he included 
in this category things which could not, according to the general 
law, be considered as other than landlord’s fixtures, the valuation 
would not be binding on the incoming tenant. This would 
surely be the case if the valuer had been supplied with a list or 
inventory of the fixtures, but had declined to be bound by it, 
and had assessed compensation in respect of a supplementary list 
prepared by himself. But assuming, as is more likely to have 
been the case, that no list was drawn up, and that it might be 
presumed that in a doubtful case the parties were willing that 


, the question whether the landlord or incoming tenant was liable 
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to pay for any particular article as a tenant’s fixture should be 
decided by the skill and experience of the valuer, they would 
still be at liberty to shew by cross-examination that he had put 
a value upon something which had never been submitted to him. 
The fact that these valuations are not often challenged must, we 
suppose, be explained by the fact that they are, as a rule, con- 
sidered to be fair and satisfactory by the parties. 





Tur case of St. James and Pall Mall Electric Lighting Co. v. 
The King, which was heard before Farwett, J., sitting as an 
additional judge of the King’s Bench Division, on the 8th of 
March, was of an unusual description. It wasa petition of 
right by the plaintiff company claiming compensation for 
damage done to their property and business by the breaking 
of a water pipe by the contractors employed by the Postmaster- 
General under the Telegraph Acts for the purpose of laying a 
telegraph wire. By the Telegraph Act, 1863, any telegraph 
company may place and maintain a telegraph under any street 
or public road, and may for the purposes aforesaid open or break 
up any street or public road and alter the position thereunder 


-of any pipe (not being a main) for the supply of water or gas. 


By section 7, in the exercise of the powers given by the last fore- 
going section, the company shall do as little damage as may be, 
and shall make full compensation to all bodies and persons 
interested for all damage sustained by them by reason of 
the exercise of such powers, the amount of such com- 
pensation to be determined in manner provided by 
the Lands Clauses Act. By the Telegraph Act, 1868 
(enabling the Postmaster-General to acquire, work, and 
maintain electric telegraphs), section 2, the term ‘‘ company ” in 
the Telegraph Act, 1863, shall, in addition to the meaning 
assigned to it in that Act, mean the Postmaster-General. The 
petition alleged that the Postmaster-General, in the exercise of 
the powers of the Telegraph Acts, caused King-street, St. James’s, 
to be opened and broken up, and that by reason of the exercise 
of these powers an iron water-pipe was broken from which water 
escaped and damaged the property of the suppliants, and that 
the compensation payable to the suppliants for this damage had 
been assessed by a jury under the Lands Clauses Acts at £145. 
It appeared from the correspondence between the parties which 
was put in at the trial that the suppliants had alleged that the 
accident was caused by gross negligence. The answer to the 
petition by the Attorney-General was that the matters com- 
plained of did not constitute ‘‘damage” within the meaning 
of the Telegraph Acts, and at the trial the point was 
taken that, imasmuch as it appeared that the d 

was caused by the negligence of the contractors, the remedy was 
by action and not under the compensation clauses of the 
Land Clauses Acts. The learned judge, however, considered 
that the suppliants were not bound by this statement in the 
correspondence, and that the burthen of proof was upon the 
Postmaster-General to shew affirmatively that there was negli- 
gence on the part of the contractor soas to oust the claim to 
compensation. In the result there was judgment for the 
suppliant. Had it been necessary to resort to a common law 
action, instead of a claim for compensation, the question 
might have arisen as to who should be the defendant in 
the action, and whether it could be brought against the 
Postmaster-General in his official or corporate capacity: see 
Jones v. Monsell (Irish Rep. 6 ©. L. 155). We cannot find any 
previous instance in which a claim for compensation against the 
Postmaster-General has been sought to be enforced by petition 
of right against the Crown. 





OvuR ESTEEMED correspondent whose letter on ‘‘ Purchase and 
Simultaneous Mortgage under Land Registry” we printed last 
week has suggested that in our remarks upon it (ante, p. 345) 
we overlooked the provision of sub-section 2 of section 5 of the 
Land Transfer Act, 1875. We did not overlook this provision, 
but we had the misfortune to read it in a sense different from 
that which our correspondent apparently attributes to it. His 
plan for effecting a contemporaneous purchase and mortgage 
was, it will be remembered, to take an absolute conveyance from 
the vendor to the mortgagee, and then register the mortgagee 
under the title appearing by the conveyance, Our criticism was 
that, whatever may be the apparent title, a mortgagee does not 
hold for his own benefit so as to be entitled to apply for regis- 
tration, and that the true state of the title would appear 
from the caution which would have to be registered to protect 
the equity of redemption. Now, section 5 (2) specifies as one 
class of the persons who may apply for registration, ‘‘ any person 
entitled for his own benefit at law or in equity to an estate in fee 
simple in land, whether subject or not to incumbranees.” But 
we are by no means clear that the words “ entitled for his own 
benefit at law”’ refer only to the title to the legal estate, without 
regard to the circumstances under which it is held. This con- 
struction seems to deprive the words ‘‘for his own benefit” of 
any meaning. Every legal owner in fee is entitled for his own 
benefit at law in the sense that law, as opposed to equity, will 
not recognize any other title; but if this had been intended, the 
Land Transfer Act would have authorized any legal owner to 
apply for registration without using the words. “ entitled for his 
own benefit.” In our view these words have a meaning which 
controls the whole of the following phrase, “at law or in equity,” 
and they require that the applicant shall be beneficially entitled, 
though, if this requirement is satisfied, it is immaterial whether 
his title is legal or equitable. That the Land Transfer Act, 
1875, does not by section 5 contemplate the registration of a legal 
title which is in fact a mortgage title is perhaps also shewn 
by the special provision made by section 68 for the registration 
of a mortgagee. It is possible that the Land Registry Office 
will accept any conveyance in form absolute as entitling the 
grantee to registration, and permit the mortgagor’s title to be 
protected by a caution, or preferably by a restriction upon sale 
except under circumstances making the mortgagee’s power of 
sale exerciseable; but otherwise the position, as far as we can 
see, remains unchanged. To enable a purchaser to raise money 
to complete the purchase, either the vendor must consent to the 
purchaser’s application for registration before completion, or the 
mortgagee must advance the money before he gets the legal 
estate. 





CasEs on the construction of shipping documents continue to 
occupy many pages in the law reports, and the case of The 
London Transport Co. (Limited) v. Trechmann Brothers, decided by 
the Court of Appeal on the 28th of January, was one of peculiar 
difficulty. The action was by the plaintiffs as charterers, against 
the defendants as owners, of the steamship Wilster. The charter- 
party was partly in print and anny. in writing, part of the 
print having been struck out. One question was whether the 
fact that the rate of freight was fixed solely with reference 
to the gross weight of the cargo shipped led to the conclusion 
that the shipowners were entitled to a lump sum freight. The 
majority of the court (Lord Atverstonge, O.J., and Coxziys, 
M.R.), Rower, L.J., dissenting, held that under the charter-party 
a lump sum freight was not payable, and that this view was con- 
firmed by the fact that in the alternative of paying freight in a 
lump sum or at arate per ton on the weight shipped payable on 
delivery of the cargo, the former had been struck out of the 
a Shipping documents such as charter-parties- 
and bills of lading are prepared in a hasty and slovenly 
fashion, and itis becoming more and more difficult to interpret 
them according to what may be supposed to have been the inten- 
tion of the parties. This difficulty is aggravated by the use of 
printed forms which are altered by those who have no exprience 
in drafting or composition. One would have supposed that the 
larger steamship companies would find it worth their while to 
prepare a model contract of affreightment, but they seem to 
cling to their old forms, bein haps afraid that if they draw 


their contracts too much in their own interests the Legislature 
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may interfere. We venture to hope that it may one day be 
ible to express the contracts of shipowners and merchants 
in clear and precise terms. 





WE are informed that in the course of the hearing of Re 
Parry’s Settlement, a case in the Liverpool District Registry, 
heard on Saturday last, counsel was reading from a press copy 
of the petition, when Mr. Justice Swrvrzn Eanvy interposed and 
stated that it was highly improper to furnish counsel with such 
a document, and directed the registrar not to allow the cost of a 
copy of the petition for counsel. 








Mortgagees of Trade Fixtures. 


A DEcIsion of great importance to mortgagees of trade fixtures 
has been given by Joyce, J., in Re Glasdir Copper Mines 
(Limited) (Weekly Notes, 1904, p. 73). The law, while recog- 
nizing the right of a tenant to remove trade fixtures, has in 
general insisted upon this right being exercised during the 
continuance of the term, or at any rate during the possession of 
the tenant. 
The exact meaning of this extension of the rule has been the 
subject of controversy. In Penton v. Robart (2 East 88) Lord 
Kenyon, O.J., seems to have adopted the view that, so long as 
the tenant remained in possession, even after notice to quit and 
judgment obtained in ejectment, his right to the fixtures con- 
tinued. But later cases have treated this as too favourable to 
the tenant, and it seems now to be settled that the tenant cannot 
for this purpose rely upon his continued possession unless he 
holds the premises under such circumstances as to be still entitled 
to consider himself as tenant (Weeton v. Woodcock, 7 M. & W. 14), 
and the rule in this form was acted upon by CHaRzzs, J., in 
Barff vy. Probyn (11 T. L. R. 467). 

But apart from any such special extension, the tenant is 
required to remove his trade fixtures, if at all, during the term, 
and it is the same whether the term comes to an end by expira- 
tion of time or by forfeiture ( Weeton v. Woodcock, supra), or by 
surrender (Zz parte Brook, 10 Oh. D., p. 110); although, if his 
right of removal arises not under the law, but under an express 
stipulation in the lease, then the rule is different and the tenant 
is allowed a reasonable time after the determination of the 
tenancy for the exercise of this conventional right: see Pugh v. 
Arton (8 Eq., p. 630). 

The rights of the tenant being thus limited, how does the 
rule stand with regard to third parties who are interested in the 
fixtures as purchasers or mortgagees or otherwise? In the case 
of the determination of the term by surrender their rights are 
not affected. This is the voluntary act of the tenant and it can- 
not prejudice other persons: Saint v. Pilley (L. R. 10 Ex. 137). 
But there appears hitherto to have been no decision establish- 
ing a similar relaxation in favour of third parties where the 
term has come to an end by effluxion of time or forfeiture. 

This omission has now been remedied by Joyoz, J., in Re 
Glasdir Copper Mines (Limited) (supra), where a lease held by a 
company had been forfeited by the liquidation of the company. 
The trade fixtures were subject to a charge in favour of 
debenture-holders, and these latter claimed them against the 
landlord. Joycz, J., is reported to have intima his dis- 
approval of the rule which prevented the tenant from removing 

e fixtures under such circumstances, and he did not feel himself 
compelled by the authorities to inflict a similar injustice upon 
m . There is, indeed, no reason why the landlord, upon 
forfeiting the lease, should be allowed to take property which 
does not belong to him. 








Mr, Justice Byrne has been suffering from a cold and was unable to sit 
in court on Tuesday. Mr. Justice Buckley was to take for him on 
Wednesday winding-up cases. 


The City Press mentions a case where, in an action for compensation for 
injuries, the two lower courts have found a verdict for the plaintiff 


———— 


The Land Transfer Rules, 1903. 


VIL. 
MIscELLANEOUS. 


Appurtenances.—Under this head two new rules have beep 
added, which are apparently intended to give to registration the 
same effect in respect of guast-easements and similar rights as a 
conveyance has under section 6 of the Conveyancing Act, 188}, 
Under section 7 of the Land Transfer Act, 1875, registration 
vests in the registered proprietor an estate in fee simple in the 
land, “‘ together with all rights, privileges, and appurtenances 
belonging or appurtenant thereto,” subject (1) to registered 
incumbrances ; (2) to such liabilities, rights, and interests as are 
by the Act declared not to be incumbrances; and (3) in certain cases 
to unregistered estatesorequities. The liabilities, &c., declared not 
to be incumbrances are specified in section 18, and include “ rights 
of way, watercourses, and rights of water and other easements,” 
Rule 254 now extends the effect of registration, in words which 
follow section 6 of the Conveyancing Act, 1882, to rights, privi- 
leges, and appurtenances reputed to appertain to the land or at 
the time of registration enjoyed therewith ; and rule 255 declares 
all such rights, &c., not to be incumbrances within the meani 
of the Land Transfer Acts. This is in effect an alteration of 
sections 7 and 18 of the Act of 1875, and will entitle the 
registered proprietor, not only to easements strictly so called, but 
also to privileges in the nature of easements, such as rights of 
way and rights of light which have been in fact enjoyed with 
the property ; but in regard to these the registered title will be 
subject to any claims adverse to such privileges. 
Corporations.—A new rule (256) has been introduced to meet 
the case of land belonging to a corporation or to a body of 
trustees where the land vests in the trustees for the time 
being. This latter is the ordinary case of Nonconformist 
chapels under Peto’s and Fowler’s Acts—that is, 13 & 14 Vict. ¢, 
28, and the Trustees Appointment Act, 1890 (55 & 54 Vict. ¢. 
19). Upon an application for registration by a corporation or 
such a body of trustees, such evidence as the registrar directs is 
to be produced of the incorporation, or of the provisions under 
which the land vests in new trustees, and in either case of the 
power to deal with the land. 

Certificates—The issue of certificates of the registration of 
land and charges is an essential part of the system of registration 
of title, and it depends for its efficacy on section 8 (1) of the Act 
of 1897, which enacts that, so long as a land certificate or 
certificate of charge is outstanding, it shall be produced to the 
registrar on every entry in the register of a disposition 
by the registered proprietor of the land or charge. The 
control of the registrar over certificates has been increased by 
the introduction of new rules which empower him to call 
for the certificate on the application for registration of a 
dealing with the land or charge (rule 265), and to retain 
it, when produced at the time of actual entry of the dealing, 
for the purpose of noting the entry upon it (rule 267). Rule 
263 contains the general provision that no new certificate is 
to be issued unless the existing certificate is delivered up to be can- 
celled. Exception is made in the case of (1) the renewal of lost 
certificates under section 8 (3) of the Act of 1897; (2) land cer- 
tificates issued under section 8 (4) on the registration of a pur- 
chaser from the registered proprietor of a charge selling under 
his power of sale; (3) purchasers from an incumbrancer with & 
title paramount to the registered title (rule 152); and (4) & 
registered proprietor of a charge who has foreclosed (rule 164). 
The land certificate will be in the same form as hitherto (rule 
258); but the scheduled form of certificate of a registered chargé 
has been withdrawn, and in lieu of this rule 259 specifies what 
- certificate is to contain. This includes an office copy of the 
charge. 

Maps and Verbal Descriptions of Land.—The rules as to plans 
remain practically unaltered with one important exception. 
The ordnance map, on the largest scale published, is the basis of 
all registered descriptions of land (rule 269). Where the precise 
boundaries are to be noted on the filed plan, proceedings have 
to be taken to fix these after notice to the adjoining owners and 





for £700. To insure against a contrary judgment in the Lords a premium 
of £200 has been paid. — 


occupiers (rule 272); but otherwise the filed map indicates the 
, general boundaries only, and words have been added which 
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apply the same rule even where the whole of a wall, road, stream, 
or other boundary is expressly included in or excluded from the 
title, or forms the whole of the land comprised in the title(rule 274). It 
would be interesting to know what case has suggested the insertion 
of these last words. The rule would hardly have been framed 
in this singular form except in reference to a concrete instance. 
The important change to which we have referred is in rule 271. 
Where a plan cannot in the opinion of the registrar be satisfac- 
torily made at once, the registration can be completed provision- 
ally without a filed plan, the land being defined as precisely as 

ssible in the Property Register and the reference to the plan 
Peing omitted from the certificate. The plan is to be made as 
soon as practicable, and the Property Register and certificate will 
then be altered accordingly. This rule, if it is found workable, 
will remove a frequent cause of delay in first registrations. 


Oficial Search of the Index Map.—Under rule 14 the index map 
to registered titles, which is kept under rule 12, is open to public 
inspection. Rule 283 is new, and makes provision for any person 
obtaining an official search of the map. 

Inspection, Searches, and Copies of the Register.—By virtue of 
section 104 of the Act of 1875,and section 22 (7) of the Act of 1897, 
the register is open only to inspection by or under the authority 
of registered proprietors of, or — interested in land, or 
charges. Such inspection is regulated by rules 284-287, which 
replace with considerable alterations the former rule 222. In 
general, when inspection is required to be made this is done 
under the authority of the registered proprietor with a view to 
proposed dealings with the property. A form of such authority 
is now given in the schedule (Form 67). The rules enabling a 
registered proprietor to telegraph for a search for cautions, &c., 
are reproduced, and are worded so as expressly to apply to land, 
charges, and incumbrances. 

_ Appeals and Applications to the Court.— Under the Acts of 
1875 and 1897 there are numerous occasions when an application 
may have to be made to the court: The rules under this head 
are practically unchanged, save that rule 301 specifies more 
ow than hitherto in what cases the application must 

by summons or by motion. The omission of the old 
tule 242 is noticeable. This provided that an order of 
the court might be drawn up by an officer of the registry 
nominated in writing by the registrar for that purpose, 
or by the court registrar for the day, as the court might direct. 
Probably the senior judge of the Chancery Division, to whom 
the jurisdiction under the Acts is assigned, does not choose to 
have an outsider acting as registrar in his court, and the rule 
has disappeared. 

Costs.—No change worthy of note has been made in regard to 
references to counsel, abstracts and documents, preparation and 
service of notices and summonses, the discretionary power of the 
registrar, and the other miscellaneous matters which occupy 
the remainder of the rules, except in the case of costs. As 
before, all costs incurred in any proceeding in the registry are 
to be in the discretion of the registrar, having regard to the 
provisions as to costs contained in the Acts and rules; and are, 
unless the parties otherwise agree, to be taxed by the taxing 
officers of the Supreme Court (rule 334). Rule 270, which pro- 
vides that costs of and incident to the examination of title are 
to be paid by the applicant, has undergone an important modifi- 
cation with a view to exempting the applicant from counsel’s 
fees, where these are borne by the registry. This, of course, 
has reference to the provision in the new fee order 
under which the fees of conveyancing counsel are, upon 
certain applications for registration with an absolute 
title, to be borne by the registry. Rule 336, which 
deals with the remuneration of solicitors for business con- 
nected with the registry has been considerably altered in form 
from the old rule 271, which it replaces, but, save in one respect, 
this has been done with a view to greater clearness, and the 
effect of the rule remains the same. Thus on registration with 
absolute title the solicitor’s remuneration is that prescribed in 
Part I. of the second schedule — 30s. per £100 for the first 
£1,000, and so on as before; save where the title has been 
- eel investigated by the solicitor on the occasion 
of a sale, purchase, or mortgage induci registration, 
and then ths remuneration is sala omy Remunera- 
tion Order, 1882, excepting Part I, of Schedule I, On 


registration with a ry title a similar distinction is 
made. Where the solicitor has acted for the applicant on the 
occasion of a purchase inducing registration there is a special 
scale prescribed, but it differs from that hitherto in force. 
Underthe former rules the fee was according to the ad valorem scale 
in Part IT. of the second schedule to the rules—namely, 10s. 6d. for 
every £100 up to £1,000, with reduced fees for higher values, 
and there was a maximum of £2 2s. in cases up to £5,000 
and £5 5s. beyond. The effect was to entitle the solicitor to a 
uniform fee of £2 2s. in all cases between £400 and £5,000, and 
£5 5s. in cases exceeding £5,000. This is now altered to £1 Is. 
for every £1,000 or part of £1,000 in value, with a maximum 
of £10 10s. Thus in cases exceeding £2,000 solicitors will have 
a chance of recouping themselves for the reduction in cases 
between £400 and £1,000. Inasmuch as this last class of cases 
comprises, perhaps, the bulk of dealings in house property, it 
may be a question whether the increase will balance the reduc- 
tion. In other cases of registration with erpon title the 
ad valorem scale in Part IL. of the schedule, which has not been 
altered, will still apply ; and the same scale applies to dealings 
with registered land and charges, save where there is an 
investigation of title outside the register. In this latter 
case the remuneration is regulated by the Remuneration 
Order excepting Part I. of Schedule I. A new clause (D) has 
been introduced to enable the ad valorem scales of the second 
schedule to the rules to be applied in cases where freehold land 
is granted at a rent, or where the original lessee of leasehold 
land applies for registration. The remuneration is to be calcu- 
lated upon the value of the rent taken at twenty-five years’ 
purchase, plus the amount of the money payment or premium, 
if any. 

Of the changes which have been made by the rules undoubt- 
edly the most important is that which enables possessory titles 
under certain conditions to be turned into absolute titles 
after only six years’ registration. For this hazardous step 
we are not aware that any justification has been offered, and in 
course of time no doubt its effect will be seen in litigation and 
in claims upon the insurance fund. For immediate practical 
purposes attention may be specially called again to rule 96, 
which is designed to enable a purchaser to mortgage land before 
he has registered it. With this should be read rule 244, under 
which an applicant for registration can, create a lien on the land 
by giving notice to the registrar that he intends to deposit the 
lh certificate as security when issued. The framers of the 
rules have shewn praiseworthy anxiety to enable applicants for 
registration to deal with the land before registration. It will 
require experience of the new system before any confident 
opinion can be given whether the changes have met the practical 
requirements of purchasers. 








Reviews. 


Corporations. 


A SumMMARY oF THE LAW RELATING TO CORPORATIONS: BEING AN 
ANALYSIS OF THE PoWERS AND LIMITATIONS OF ALL CORPORATE 
Bopres, COMMERCIAL, MUNICIPAL, AND OTHERWISE. By HERBERT 
M. Apter, M.A., LL.M., Barrister-at-Law. William Clowes & 
Son (Limited). 

Corporations, as Mr. Adler points out in his preface, have of recent 
years been increasingly differentiated according as they are municipal 
corporations, or corporations formed under the Companies Clauses 
Acts, or corporations formed under the Companies Acts, and each 
class has been amply dealt with in current text-books. But 
there is a substratum of law common to all corporations which 
has of late years received less attention, but which it is important 
to have available, and it is this subject that _Mr. Adler has 
treated in a manner at once concise, clear, and interesting. The 
introductory chapters on the nature of a corporation and the 
evolution of corporations analyze the notions upon which this branch 
of law is based and illustrate historically the manner in which it 
has been developed. The classification and the creation of corpora- 
tions are explained, and there are useful chapters on the government 
and capacities of these bodies. Of special importance is the 
doctrine of ultra vires, with the limitations on the powers of corpora- 
tions, on which Ashbury, &c., Co. v. Riche (L. R. 7 H. L. 653) is now 





the leading authority. The effect of this decision and the course of 
decisions which preceded it are very well stated. In an appendix 
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the author has given documents illustrating the creation of the 
different kinds of corporations. The volume is a convenient addition 
to the literature of the subject. 





Roman-Dutch Law. 


ENGLISH AND RoMAN-DutTcH LAW: BEING A STATEMENT OF THE 
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE LAW OF ENGLAND AND ROMAN- 
DutcH Law AS PREVAILING IN SouTH AFRICA AND SOME OTHER 
OF THE BritisH CoLONIES. By GrorGE T. Morice, B.A. (Oxon.), 
Barrister-at-Law, Advocate of the Supreme Courts of the Cape of 
Good Hope and of the Transvaal, formerly a Judge of the 
High Court of the South African Republic. The African Book Co. 
(Limited) ; Butterworth & Co. 


The increased importance which Roman-Dutch law now has will 
doubtless render this work valuable to a large class of practitioners. 
The object of the author is to deal with that law as a whole, bringing 
it up to date and incorporating modern decisions. The book discusses 
in succession status, property, contracts, torts, succession, trusts, 
criminal law, and procedure, and the special features of Roman-Dutch 
law are stated with clearness. Apparently there is a tendency to 
introduce at the Cape the English doctrine of consideration as an 
element in contracts in substitution for the Roman conception of 
causa, a tendency which the author adversely criticizes. The volume 
is a valuable guide to the law of our South African colonies. 





Real Property. 


An EPITOME OF REAL PROPERTY LAW, FOR THE USE OF STUDENTS. 
By W. H. Hastines KELKE, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. THIRD 
Epition. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


This work, the author states, offers to the student a ‘‘ view of the 
whole field of real property law, and some other points closely asso- 
ciated with it, in very small compass. It is, in fact, a symmetrically 
arranged framework, around and on which he may arrange the more 
detailed knowledge he acquires elsewhere.” We must confess to a 
preference for the idea that a student should construct his own 
framework for himself, but if he likes to have his real property law 
epitomized for him, Mr. Kelke does so in a convenient way. The 
chapter on mortgages, for instance, presents a clear and succinct 
account of the subject. Students will doubtless find this book 
useful, and not least the final chapter on conveyances, which is 
written in a very practical manner. 








Cases a the Week. 


House of Lords. 


NEW BALKIS EERSTELING (LIM.) ». RANDT GOLD MINING CO. 
(LIM.). 25th March. 


CompaNy—SnHares—Forreitvre ror Non-paAymMent or Catts—ReE-saLe BY 
Company —Lianmitry vor Fururr Catrs—Compantes Act, 1862 (25 & 26 
Vicr. c. 89), Tanie A, articies 20 anp 22. 

Appeal from an order cf the Court of Appeal (Earl of Halsbury, L C., 
Lord Alverstone, L.C.J., and Sir F. Jeune, P.) (reported 51 W. R. 391: 
1903, 1 K. B. 461), which affirmed the decision of Bucknill, J. The action 
was brought to recover £2,000 odd and interest, being a call ona large 
number of shares in the respondent company held by the present appel- 
lants. It appeared that the shares in question had formerly been the 
property of the African Gold Properties (Limited). Calls were made to 
the extent of 1s. 8d. per share, which would have made them fully paid, 
they being of the nominal value of 5s. per share, and having the sum 
of 3s. dd. per share paid thereon. In consequence of non-payment 
the shares were forfeited, and later on these shares were sold 
to the appellant company for £150 on the terms given in the 
certificates mentioned below. The articles of association of the 
respondent company made provision as to fofeiture, and among the 
clauses were the following: ‘16. Any shares so forfeited shall be 
deemed to be the property of the company, and the directors may sell, 
re-allot, or otherwise dispose of the same in such manver as they think fit. 
17. Any member whose shares have been forfeited shall, notwithstanding, 
be liable to pay, and shall forthwith pay to the company all calls 
instalments, interest, and expenses owing upon or in respect of such 
shares at the time of forfeiture, together with interest thereon, from the 
time of forfeiture until payment at the rate of £10 per cent. per annum 
and the directors may enforce the payment of such moneys, or any part 
thereof, if they think fit, but shall not be under any obligation so to do. 


18, The directors may, at any time before any shares so forfeited shall 
have been sold, re-allotted, or otherwise disposed of, annul the forfeiture 
thereof upon such conditions as they think fit.’ The articles were not 
expressed to exclude or modify the regulations in Table A. Article 22 of 
Table A is as follows: “‘ A statutory declaration in writing that the call in 
respect of a share was made and notice thereof given, and that default 
in payment of the call was made, and that the forfeiture of the share was 





made by a resolution of the directors to that effect, shall be sufficient 
evidence of the facts therein stated as against all persons-entitled to such 
share, and such declaration and the receipt of the company for the price 
of such share shall constitute a good title to such share, and a Certificate 
of proprietorship shall be delivered to a purchaser, and thereupon he shal] 
be deemed the holder of such share, ye ee from all calls due prior to 
such purchase, and he shall not be bound to see to the application of the 
purchase-money, nor shall his title to such share be affected by any 
irregularity in the proceedings in reference to such sale.’ The terms of 
the certificate were: *‘ This is to certify that the New Balkis Eersteling 
(Limited), of 2, Winchester House, Old Broad-street, London, is the holder 
of 40,000 shares of 5s. each [here follow the numbers] on which the sum 
of 3s. 4d. per share has been paid. The remaining 1s. 8d. per share has 
been called up and is payable by the African Gold Properties (Limited), 
who were the holders of the said shares prior to the same being forfeited, 
and the said the New Balkis Eersteling (Limited) is to be deemed to be the 
holder of the said shares discharged from all calls due prior to the date 
hereof. Given under the common seal of the company this 17th day of 
May, 1900. F. Catessy Hotianp, Director ; C. F. Warswaricat, Secretary, 
(Seal.)’? At the trial of the action it appeared from the evidence of Mr. C. 
F. Wainwright (the secretary of the respondent company) that at various 
times subsequent to the forfeiture of the block of 40,000 shares previously 
held by the African Gold Properties (Limited) that company had paid 
to the respondent company sums amounting to £627 3s. in respect of their 
liability to pay calls owing on the shares at the date of the forfeiture. 
This represented between 3$d. and 4d. per share on the 40,000, and there 
was not more than 3s. 8d. paid on those shares, and there was accordingly 
upwards of 1s. 3d. (the amount of the call now in question) remaining 
unpaid on the shares. The Court of Appeal, affirming Bucknill, J., held 
that the purchasers of these shares were liable to pay the amount of the 
unpaid calls sued for. 

Tue Hovse (Lords Macnacuren, Davey, James or Hererorp, Ropert- 
son, and Lrnp.ey) dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Macnacurten said, in the course of his judgment, there were 40,000 
shares on which 3s. 4d. a share had been paid up. The call for 1s. 8d. 
made on the original holders not having been met, the shares were forfeited 
and disposed of to the. present appellants. The whole question depended 
on the true construction of article 22in Table A. Every member was to 
be liable in respect of every call duly made, but it was contended by the 
appellants that there was no power to make this call. Of the total of 5s. 
a share 3s. 4d, had been paid, leaving 1s. 8d. due. The contest arose out 
of the latter part of the certificate, which followed the language of article 
22. But the intention of the Legislature was that, in the case of shares 
forfeited and resold, the certificate issued to the new holder should specify 
what had been paid on the share, leaving him liable for the remainder. 

Lord Davrey.—The language was perhaps not free from ambiguity, but 
the meaning must be that the holder of the shares is to be discharged from 
liability under previous demands. The object and effect of article 22 
were to give the holder of shares purchased under a forfeiture a clean title 
unaffected by non-payment of previous calls. His position was the same 
as if such previous unsatisfied calls had never been made. But what was 
it that the appellants purchased? They purchased shares on which 3s. 4d. 
out of 5s, had been paid. They were therefore, under Table A, holders of 
shares on which they were still liable for 1s. 8d. a share. It was perhaps 
doubtful whether it would have been possible by contract to exclude the 
1s. 3d. which was here claimed. Theresult was that the purchaser bought 
the shares tales quales—as expressed in the certificate—but relieved from 
any liability on previous calls. 

The other noble and learned lords concurring, the appeal was accord- 
ingly dismissed with costs.—Counset, Haldane, K.C., A. T. Lawrence, K.C., 
and (. C. Scott; Sir R. T. Reid, K.C., and A. C. Clauson. Soxcrrors, 
Dale, Newman, § Hood ; Sanderson, Adkins, § Lee. 


[Reported by C. H, Grarroy, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Court of Appeal. 


Re BURNAND. Lx parte THE TRUSTEE v. BAKER, SUTTON, & CO. 
No, 2 18th March, 


Bankruptcy—Books or UWnperwrirer at Lioyp’s Acting as AGENT FOR 
Five Orner Persons—Ricur or Trustee to Books or BankrurT— 
Bankruptcy Acr, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 5|0—Bankruptcy RvuEss, 
1886 —1890, Rr, 349. 

This was an appeal from an order of Buckley, J., directing Messrs. 
Baker, Sutton, & Co., a firm of accountants, to deliver up to the 
trustee in the bankruptcy of one Burnand the books used by 
the bankrupt in his business as an underwriter at Lloyd’s, and 
which had come into their hands for the purpose of auditing. 
The books were used tc keep the accounts of transactions entered into 
on behalf of five other persons as well as of the bankrupt’s own business, 
and this appeal was brought on behalf of the five other persons who desired 
to retain control of the books. The case is reported ante, p. 333, where 
the facts are fully stated. 

Tur Cover (VaveHaN Wit.1aMs, Srietina, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Vaucnan Witu1ams, L.J.—I am of opinion that this appeal ought to be 
allowed. Looking at the agreements made between the five names and 
Burnand I doubt whether it was intended by those agreements that one 
ledger should be kept for the five names. If a separate ledger had 
been kept for each name, then whatever right Burnand might have 
had to retain the books during the continuance of the agency, it is 
clear that on the determination of the agency each name would have been 
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entitled to his own book. But that is not the case here. Burnand kept 
only one set of books for his own business and business transacted on 
pehalf of the five names, and the names knew and acquiesced in Burnand’s 
keeping his own accounts in those books. Under these circumstances no 
order should have been made giving Burnand or his trustee exclusive 
control of the books. In the result the five names ought to have control of 
the books, whilst the trustee should have the right of inspection, and the 
order should be discharged. 

Srratinc, L.J.—I am of the same opinion. If se te books had been 
kept for the five names Burnand would have had no right to retain the 
pooks on the determination of the agency as against any one of the five 
names, and the trustee can have no higher right than Burnand. In this 
case the same books were kept for all five names, and at the most Burnand 
only got a joint interest in the books with five others. That being so, 
Burnand or his trustee cannot have a claim overriding the claim of the 
five others ; at the same time inspection must be allowed to Burnand or his 
trustee. 

Qozens-Harpy, Ll. J., delivered the judgment to the same effect.—CounseL, 
Serutton, K.C., and S. G. Lushington; Montague Lush, K.C.. and Muir 
Mackenzie. Sottcrrors, Parker, Garrett, Holman, § Howden; Ward, Bowie, 


00. 
§ [Reported by A. R. Tayrtour, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


CROSFIELD & SONS (LIM.) AND OTHERS v. THE MANCHESTER SHIP 
CANAL CO. No. 2. 26th, 27th, 28th, and 29th Jan. ; 15th March. 


CorPORATION—MANUFACTURERS—CANAL Company—AGREEMENT—MINIMUM 
Derra or Canat BY Drepoina—Dispute—ARBITRATION—WAIVER— 
JvnispicTion or Cournr—Mancuestsr Sxare Canat Acts, 1885 (48 & 49 
Vier. c. cLXxxviit.), s. 88, suB-sEcTION 14, AND ss. 22 AND 202, anv . 1896 
(59 & 60 Vier. c. cLxxxm1.), 8. 43. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Byrne, J. (reported in the Times, 
8th April, 1903). The facts were briefly as follows: The plaintiffs were 
several trading firms in or near Warrington, on the River Mersey, and the 
mayor, aldermen, and burgesses of the borough of Warrington suing as 
co-plaintiffs, and the object of the action was to enforce the duties and 
obligations undertaken by the defendant company with reference to the 

ing of the River Mersey where it flows through the limits of the 
borough of Warrington. The plaintiffs sued for themselves and the other 
traders of Warrington. The canal was constructed under the Manchester 

Ship Canal Act, 1885 (48 & 49 Vict. c. clxxxviii.), and occupies the bed of the 

Biver Irwell from Manchester to its junction with the Mersey, and from 

there the bed of the River Mersey to a place called Rixton. By section 88 

of the Act provision was made for the use of the canal by the traders 

and manufacturers of Warrington, and sub-section 14 of section 88 

provided that the company should dredge and for ever after maintain, at 

their own expense, the bed of the River Mersey between certain limits 

(which included the borough of Warrington) before the canal should be 

opened for traffic, and so that there should always be a depth of eight feet 

of water at low water of spring tides. As it appeared that the company 
could not complete the dredging before the canal was opened, after a good 
deal of negotiation, an agreement was come to on the 12th of December, 

1893, between the plaintiff corporation and the defendant company, by 

which it was agreed that the company should complete the dredging by 

the Ist of July, 1894, and the corporation would not oppose the opening 
of the canal for traffic, also that until the dredging should be completed 
the traders of Warrington might use certain parts of the canal free of toll. 

However, the canal company having neglected to dredge, the traders used 


-the canal free of all rates till 1895, when fresh negotiations were entered into, 


which culminated in a fresh agreement of the 9th of April, 1896, clause 1 
substantially re-enacting sub-section 14 of section 88, and empowering it 
to be read as construed therein with some modifications. By sub-section 
(e) of clause 2 it was provided that the rights and privileges given to the 
traders of Warrington by the agreement of the 12th of December, 1893, 
should cease, and by clause 4 the company bound themselves to execute 
and complete at their own cost the dredging. Clause 6 enacted that if the 
company failed to dredge it, the traders of Warrington should use it free 
of all tolls until it was dredged to the satisfaction of the surveyors to the 
corporation. Clause 7 provided that if the company did not fulfil the agree- 
ment, their Act of 1885 was to have full effect as regards the rights of the 
corporation and traders (except sub-section 6 of section 88) notwithstand- 
ing this agreement or that of the 12th of December, 1893 ; and clause 8, 
that if the company omitted to remove any obstruction within six 
months after receiving written notice from the corporation, the corpora- 
tion might remove such obstruction themselves at the cost of the company. 
Further powers were given to the defendant company by the Manchester 
Ship Canal Act of 1896 (59 & 60 Vict. c. clxxxii.), and the agreement of 
the 9th of April, 1896, was scheduled to the said Act. The plaintiffs 
alleged that the defendant company had never made or maintained the 
channel of the River Mersey between the points referred to in clause 1 of 
the agreement of the 9th of April, 1896, of the minimum width and depth 
therein provided, and that in consequence the navigation of the plaintiffs’ 
vessels was seriously impeded. In the year 1897 the company claimed tolls 
from the traders and manufacturers of Warrington for vessels using the 
canal, alleging that they were not entitled to free navigation. Notices had 
been given from time to time to the company, stating that they were not 
fulfilling their obligations in keeping the canal dredged. The plaintiffs’ 
contention was that the defendant company had failed in their duty in 
keeping the channel dredged, notwithstanding frequent complaints and 
several notices, that they had never remedied the matters complained of, 
that they had insisted on payment from the traders and others using the 
canal, and that by reason of the acts and defaults of the defendant com- 
pany great loss had been caused to the plaintiffs. The defendant 
pompany alleged that they had fulfilled their agreements, and they denied 


‘that the navigation of the canal was impeded, but charged the plaintiffs 
with discharging refuse into the river, and thus gery fog them. 
‘The action occupied nineteen . Byrne, J., held plaintiffs 
‘had established their right to the relief they claimed, that the defendant 
company had failed to fulfil their obligations, nor did he think that the 
‘argument that the special remedies in the agreement of 1896 were in sub- 
‘stitution for any other remedies which the plaintiffs would otherwise have 
‘been entitled to was well founded. From this the defendant company 
appealed. On the appeal, the preliminary objection was raised by counsel 
for the appellants which had been overruled by Byrne, J., that the 
‘matter should be referred to arbitration, as directed by the company’s 
Acts, s. 88, sub-sections 14 and 22, and section 202 of 1885, and the agree- 
ment, and was not one for the court. As the matter was of considerable 
importance the court reserved judgment. Cur. adv. vult. 

March 15.—Tue Covrr (Vavenan Wiittrams and Srieuine, L.JJ., 
Cozens-Harpy, L.J., dissenting) allowed the appeal. 

Vavenan Witrams, L.J., read his judgment, which was of great length. 
His lordship said (inter alia), after stating the facts and reading the 
sections of the Acts of Parliament relating to the canal company, that 
there was no doubt that a statute could bar a plaintiff from maintaining an 
action in the courts, and could also force him to follow the pi ure 
which the statute authorized. [His lordship referred to Crisp v. Bunbury 
(8 Bing. 394).] It was quite enough if the jurisdiction was barred by 
necessary implication. (His lordship referred to several authorities.] A 
statute might lay down that certain disputes could only be settled by 
arbitration, or that some matter essential to be proved could only be 
settled by arbitration, and this was for the public good, and no 
deficiency in pleading and no waiver by a litigant could give 
the courts jurisdiction. By section 88 the engineer appointed by 
the Board of Trade appeared to be the only tribunal to determine the 
meaning of the section, which, however, despite its preface, could not be 
regarded as merely embodying an agreement, but was passed in the public 
interest. [Speaking of the scheduled agreement, his lordship referred to the 
wordsof Lord Watson in Davisv. The Taff Vale Railway Co. (44 W. R.172; 1895, 
A. ©. 542).] In his opinion, the preliminary obligation ought to be allowed 
in respect of the whole action. [His lordship referred to the various 
sections and the agreement.] He thought no action could be brought on 
the agreement qua ment. The action of the traders collectively 
claiming declaration of rights failed for the same reason as the action of 
the corporation, and the claim of the individual traders for the return of 
tolls failed because it was essential that default by the defendants should 
be proved, and this could not be done till the standard of duty had been 
determined by the arbitrator. The arbitration clause in section 88 of the 
Act of 1885 seemed to prevent the traders in their individual capacity 
proving any default by the defendants. [His lordship referred to Mayor 
of Folkestone v. Ladd (1893, 3 Ch. 22).] The appeal ought to be allowed. 

Srmuixc, L.J., was of the same opinion. [His lordship referred to 
Caledonian Railway Co. v. Greenock, §c., Railway Uo. (20 Soxicrrors’ JouRNAL 
60, L. R. 2 Sc. App. 347).] 

Cozens-Harpy, Ey ., dissented. It was necessary to consider the case 
of the corporation separately from the traders. He could not regard section 
88 in its original form, or as modified by the Act of 1886, as an agreement 
between the corporation and the canal company ; it conferred rights upon 
a particular class —viz., the traders and others of Warrington. [His lord- 
ship referred to Municipal Building Society v. Kent (28 Soticrrors’ JouRNAL 
574, 32 W. R. 687, 9 App. Cas. 260).] In his lordship’s view the position 
was not changed by the Act of 1896. He agreed with the other Lords 
Justices, that the objection so far as the corporation was concerned was 
valid, but with reference to the traders it was different. Neither of the 
two arbitration clauses referred to affected them, each related only to 
differences between the corporation and thecompany. He thought section 
202 of the Act of 1885 was at most only a clause for either party to apply 
to the court, to stay proceedings, and to refer to arbitration, and did not 
exclude the jurisdiction of the court: London, Chatham, and Dover Railway 
Co. v. South-Eastern Railway Co. (35 Soricrrons’ Jovrnat 415, 40 Ch. D. 
100). The jurisdiction of the court was not ousted for all time. The 
objection prevailed as to the corporation, not as to the traders, and the 
corporation ought to be struck out as co-plaintiffs.—Covnset, Moulton, 
K.C., Cripps, K.C., Pickford, K.C., Leigh-Clare, and A, T. Lawrence ; Bous- 
field, K.C., Hughes, K.C., and F. Thompson, Soricrrors, Grundy, Kershaw, 
Samson, § Co. ; Burton, Yeates, § Hart, for A. Wilson §& Cowie, Liverpool. 

{Reported by A. R. Taytour, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


HAMBRO & SON v. BURNAND AND OTHERS. No. 1. 25th March. 


Parncipa aNp AGENT—AvtTHorITY or AGENT—Unperwaiters at Lioyp's 
—Poricy Guaranrerine Tat Drawer or Bux Witt Pour Acceptor IN 
Funps to Mresr Ir—Poricy Avtuorizep ny Tsrms oF AGENCY, BUT 
Mave ro Benerrr Agent anp Nor in tHe JInrersst or Principal— 
LIABILITY OF PRINCIPAL, : 

Appeal by the plaintiffs, a firm of London bankers, against a judgment 
of Bigham, J., in favour of four of the defendants. With regard to Bur- 
nand there was no appeal, judgment having been given against him at the 
trial. ‘The action was brought to recover £1,000—£200 from each defendant 
—under a guarantee policy dated the Ist of October, 1902. Messrs. 
Hambro had been in the habit of making advances to H. Gaze & Sons, 
the tourist agents, who gave as security underwriting policies guaranteeing 
the repayment of the amounts within a certain period in the event of Gaze 
& Sons making default in meeting their drafts when due. Burnand was an 
underwriter at Lloyd’s, and at one time was directly interested in Gaze & 
Sons’ business, ro the other defendants were his ‘‘ names "’ or persons for 
whom he undertook risks, and were the names + aye with his own on 





the cies covering such risks. The £1,000 in question was acce! 
by Row Hambro during the currency of a guarantee policy subscribed 
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to by Burnand on his own behalf and that of the four other defendants. 
It fell dye on the 10th of January, 1903, and Gaze & Sons were unable to 
meet it. Thereupon Messrs. Hambro gave notice to the underwriters, who 
did not pay, and the writ was issued. The substantial defence of all the 
defendants other than Burnand was that Burnand had no authority to 
sign their names to such a policy, their authority being expressly limited 
to what is commonly known as underwriting business at Lloyd’s. On this 
— Bigham, J., held in favour of the plaintiffs, being of opinion, after 
earing the evidence, that this wasaclass of business which was ordinarily 
done at Lloyd’s. ‘The ground upon which the learned judge decided 
against the plaintiffs was that Burnand in these transactions was not 
acting for the benefit of or in the interests of his ‘‘names,’’ but for his 
own benefit, and under these circumstances the plaintiffs were not entitled 
to treat the ‘‘names”’ as principals. There was a cross-appeal by the 
defendants against that part of Bigham, J.’s, judgment which held 
— o business in question came within the scope of ordinary business at 
oyd’s. 

Tue Covrrt allowed the appeal. 

Cottrs, M.R., said that an important point had been raised in this case, 
but he had no reasonabie doubt as to what the decision of the court should 
be. The defendants other than Burnand contended that the risks incurred 
by the policy in question did not come within the ordinary business of an 
underwriter at Lloyd’s ; and further, that as a matter of law, having re 
to the motives which prompted Burnand to underwrite this policy, it must 
be held by the court that it was underwritten by him without the authority 
of the other defendants, and that he alone was liable. As to the first 
point, he agreed with the view taken by Bigham, J., that the risk was one 
that would ordinarily be accepted at Lloyd’s. As to the second, which 
was a question of law, it was said on behalf of the defendants that where 
there was an express written authority authorizing the agent in terms to 
do certain things, and the agent acted within that authority, yet that an 
inquiry might be held as to the agent’s state of mind, and that if it was 
found that he had misused his authority by applying to his own benefit the 
power conferred on him by his principal, or that he nad been influenced by 
improper motives, then the principal might claim to be free from liability. 
There was an authority directly in favour of that novel proposition in the 
American case of North River Bank v. Aymar (3 Hills 262), but that decision 
had been since doubted and followed with reserve by the American courts. 
On the other hand, there were decisions of this court that when 
authority expressly covering a thing which had been done had been given 
it would seem that it was not permissible to inquire into the motive which 
prompted the act: see Lord Brougham’s judgment in the Bank of Bengal 
v. Macleod (7 M-ore’s P. O. Cas 35) and Bryant v. Powis and Bryant v. 
Quebee Bank (1893, A. C. 170). In his opinion the principle there laid down 
was the correct one upon which to decide this case, and therefore this 
appeal would be allowed and judgment entered for the plaintiffs. 

Romer and Matnew, L.JJ., concurred. Stay of execution on terms 
granted.—CounseL, Asquith, K.C., Serutton, K.C., and MacKinnon; Lush, 
K:C., and Loehnis ; Bray, K.C/, and Ashton; Hamilton, K.C., Read, and 
Maurice Hill, Souicrrors, Parker, Garrett, Holman, § Howden; Merriman, 
Pike, § Merriman ; Ward, Bowie, §& Co.; R.A. Read; Church, Rendall § Co., 
for J. B. Clarke § Co., Birmingham. 


[Reported by Erskine Rep, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Solicitors Ordered to be Struck Off the Rolls. 
March 28.—Cnartes Tuomas Taytor. 
March 28.—Txomas Kixc Waruvnst, of 256, High Holborn, London. 








Law Societies. 
Solicitors’ Managing Clerks’ Association. 


Lecture ny Mr. Fosserr Lock—Vinpication or THe Lecat Ricuts or 
THE Poor. : 

The President of the Law Society (Mr. Gray Hit, Liverpool) took the 
chair on Thursday, the 24th ult., in the Old Dining Hall, Lincoln’s-inn, 
when Mr. b, Fossett Lock (hon. secretary of the Selden Society) delivered 
a lecture before the members of the Solicitors’ Managing Clerks’ Associa- 
tion entitled ‘‘ Vindication of the Legal Rights of the Poor—in Civil and 
Criminal Courts.”” In introducing the lecturer, he observed that it 
might be thought absurd that he should introduce to them one who was 
already so wel) known ; but Shakespeare had said ‘‘ What custom wills, in 
all things should we do it.’’ The lecture was upon a subject of very great 
eae, of which, no doubt, they knew more than himself. He had, 
indeed, experience of some countries where there was no justice at all, civil 
or criminal, for the poor man. But the whole edifice of our State 
depended upon equal justice being administered to all, not merely in 
theory but in practice. 

Mr. Fossert Lock traced the history of the provisions for enabling poor 
— to vindicate their rights in the courts. From the time of Edward 

-, When the Common Law might be said to have finally established its 
supremacy, there had been grave difficulties in administering justice to 
those who were too poor to afford the heavy expense of trials in the Common 
Law courts, and many expedients had been tried with the object of 
surmounting those difficulties. He then gave a history of what 
had been done in this direction. He shewed how they first 





in the reign of Richard II., poverty alone was sufficient groung 
for invoking this jurisdiction. In the following century they wer 
also found suing in the Star Chamber upon the same grounds. In the reign 
of Henry VII. two important steps were taken—(1) the statute to adm 
such persons as are poore to sue in formd pauperis ; (2) the establishment of 
the Court of Requests. The latter was so successful that it really post. 
poned for a century and a-half any considerable resort to the former, 
Through the whole Tudor period the Court of Requests was fully occupied, 
and often crowded with business—especially in the times of Wolsey, 
Somerset, and Dr. Julius C#sar—but in the early seventeenth century it 
had gradually to succumb to the jealous prohibitions of the Common 
Law courts, and died in the time of the Commonwealth. When that 
and the Star Chamber were destroyed, the general common law jurisdic. 
tion of the Chancery had ceased. to be available, and the poor had to 
resort to the Common Law courts in common law cases, and the 
Chancery in equity cases. They were not welcome to the practitioners 
in either courts. In 1672 they were said by a Chancery text-writer to 
be ‘fof late time pestering this court with their suits.”” But the 
Chancery authorities were more favourable to them than the Common 
Law judges. In 1649 and 1661 stringent rules were made in Chancery 
that counsel and attorneys were not to refuse assistance, and the 
procedure was extended to poor defendants. But in all courts, not 
long after the Restoration, the £5 limit of means was introduced, not, 
apparently, under the authority of any rule or order. In 1687 a 
preliminary certificate of counsel was introduced by a remarkable order in 
which a list of the names of twelve counsel was inserted, any one of whom 
might give the certificate. Through the greater part of this century— 
especially in 1619, 1649, and 1661—the Chancery authorities were doing 
their best to give effect to the Act, but, with that exception, all rules 
of practice, whether express or implied, have had the effect of whittling 
down the principle of the Act. Attention was drawn to the Acts of 
1830 and 1860, under which a defendant committed for contempt for 
default in appearance or pleading was to have the official solicitor or 
other solicitors assigned on affidavit that ‘‘he was unable through 
poverty to employ a solicitor’’—(with no £5 limit)—and to have all 
disbursements paid out of the Suitors’ Fund. It was a great defect that 
that fund was not then made available for disbursements of all pau 
litigants. Now this fund, amounting to £4,000,000, had been handed 
over to the Treasury, subject to the charges on it. That particular class 
of poor defendants had disappeared, and there was a reasonable 
claim on the Treasury to make it available to other poor litigants. 
Before 1883 the main differences between the Chancery and the Common 
Law procedure were that the Chancery procedure included defendants, 
that the Chancery was more generous in its allowance of costs to success- 
ful pauper litigants against the adverse party, and that counsel and 
attorneys were not permitted to refuse to act. These were important 
differences, but still no provision was made for out-of-pocket expenses, 
and the effect of the obligation of assigned practitioners to help was almost 
destroyed by a practice which grew up under which the court would not 
assign either solicitor or counsel except with his own consent. There 
seemed reason to suppose that it grew up when the right of representing 
suitors in Chancery was thrown open and ceased to be a lucrative monopol 
of a certain number of officials, This ingenious device entirely destroy 
the efficacy of the rule, giving only another instance of theway in which 
‘* the best laid schemes of mice and men gang aft agley.’’ For there was 
no organization by which poor people might know what connsel and 
solicitors were willing to act. Coming to the year 1883, when the statute of 
Henry VII., with others, was repealed by the Statute Law Revision and Civil ° 
Procedure Act, he said that that gave a real opportunity for the 
enactment of an effective code of proceedings in formd pauperis, but he 
pointed out the defects of the rules which were made under it, 
and their disadvantages in some respects to the poor, which had been 
increased by a judgment of the Court of Appeal which in effect ruled 
into the new orders the old practice that solicitors, and he supposed 
counsel, were not to be assigned without their own consent, and refused to 
allow the official solicitor to be so assigned. One of the Lords Justices had 
said that the plaintiff ought to do what pauper plaintiffs usually 
did in such cases—namely, look about for some solicitor whose name he 
might — as that of a proper person to be assigned for him. ‘True 
that was what pauper plaintiffs usually did; but the Iord Justice forgot 
to add that he usually looked about in vain. And why? Because the 
authorities had never made it possible for a solicitor to undertake a paupe 
case without incurring out-of-pocket expenses in addition to giving his 
services gratuitously. They might have done so in Chancery, at any rate, 
out of the Suitors’ Fund, subject to re-imbursement, as in the case of the 
official solicitor. But in fact it must be admitted that they had never been 
both sincere and effective in the attempt to carry out the preamble to the 
statute of Henry VII. that ‘the King or Sovereign Lord willeth and 
intendeth indifferent justice to be had and ministered to all his subjects, 
as well to the poor as to the rich.”” He migitt be met by the statement 
that the county courts supplied adequate provision tor the poor; but that 
was a fallacy. The county courts and their predecessors. the local Courts 
of Request, had altogether failed to meet the case. And the benefit of im 
forma pauperis had never been extended to them. In addition, there were 
a number of cases which must be prosecuted in the High Court if at all. 
Having glanced at the system in vogue in foreign countries, observing that 
in all continental countries there was an effective system, he referred to 
the Scotch system, which, though not b mame was in advance of that 
which prevailed in England. He also referred to the result of the experi- 
ence of all the legal es for the poor which have been at work 
for the last twelve years, to the fact “‘that the formd pauperis procedure 
is an absolutely illusory benefit’; and to the statement of Lord Russell 
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of the humbler classes can be vindicated.” 
in our system might shortly be. summarized as follows: 

(1) To abolish the hard and fast £25 limit, and substitute insuffi- 
ciency of means to obtain legal aid, having regard to the nature and 
probable expense of the proceeding. (2) To provide a simple machinery 
for testing the standard, ¢.g., an oral inquiry before a master in case of 
opposition by the adverse party. (3) To procure the appropriation of an 
ective suitors’ fund out of which to provide out-of-pocket expenses, 
subject to recoupment out of any money recovered from the adverse party. 
(4) To abolish the implied rule.that no counsel or solicitor should be 
assigned without his own consent in each case, and to procure the 
framing of approved lists (either voluntary or under authority) of 
counsel and solicitors to act in rotation or otherwise as required, with (if 
required) separate lists to advise on reasonable cause for plaintiffs. (5) To 
promote rules of professional duty in both branches, requiring members to 
act on these lists (either civil or criminal) for a certain number of years 
from their call or admission. (6) If necessary, to procure minimum fees to 
be paid to counsel and solicitors out of the same suitors’ fund subject to 
recoupment of full fees and court fees to be recovered from the other side, 
thus founding a reserve to make good losses to the fund from unsuccessful 
cases. (7) To procure adequate financial statements and accounts for 
guidance in the future and for protection of the fund. (8) To extend a 
like machinery to inferior courts. How might theseimproved methods best 
be brought about? He suggested the formation of a central legal aid 
committee, which should work the existing system for all that it was worth, 
and further devote itself to bringing the urgency of the reforms to the 
notice of—(i.) the rule and fee authorities of the courts, so far as 
within their jurisdiction ; (ii.) the Law Officers of the Crown so far as 
any legislation might be necessary. Such a committee, if formed mainly 
of sympathetic solicitors and barristers, could make the present system 
much more effective with the assistance of existing charitable institutions 
(such as the Society for the Relief of Distress, the Society for the Relief of 
Foreigners in Distress, and other analagous institutions) in advancing out- 
of-pocket expenses for the poor. If this difficulty were removed there 
would be no difficulty in providing lists of solicitors and counsel willing to 
act, and making them available to poor litigants. Poor persons would still 
be hampered by the £25 limit, but that could not for the moment be helped. 
Something might be done in this way, and the very difficulties which 
would arise would, as in the case of the defence of poor prisoners, be a 
powerful fulcrum to help forward the necessary reforms. If suchacommittee 
were at work, poor people with rightful claims, and their solicitors and 


- counsel, might be relieved of much troublesome and disheartening anxiety. 


In concluding, he expressed his opinion that the present was an opportune 
time at which to press forward this question. In spite of some rhetoricand 
sarcasm in opposition, the conscience of the profession and of Parliament 
had been effectively aroused so far as the defence of poor prisoners was 
concerned. Logically, similar conditions applied to the assistance of the 
rin civil procedure, and both had been put forward on the same footing 

y the International Law Association. 

Mr. Gray Hixt responding to a vote of thanks, said they were all, 
bench, bar, solicitors, managing clerks, and the general staff of a solicitor’s 
office, part of the administration of the law, and it ought to be always their 
care and interest in every department to see that the practice of the law 
should be carried out in the most fair and honourable way in which it was 
capable of being carried out. It was competent to each of them in his own 
way, within the little sphere of influence which he might have, to do some- 
thing in that direction. And as long as they all held together working in 
that direction, he thought that they might hope to succeed in doing some 
good in that respect. The lecture was extremely interesting, and it had 
proceeded on the true basis of all inquiry, the historic method. After all 
these centuries it had been found, as Mr. Lock had told them, that 
we had not arrived at a satisfactory state of things South of the 
Tweed. North of the Tweed they were wiser than we in several legal 
matters, and he thought we should do well to follow their example in this 
matter as well as in others. He saw that the Solicitors’ Managing Clerks’ 
Society was not composed of as many members as it ought to be. The 
society had about 200 members, but the number of managing clerks in 
London alone must be considerably in excess of that number. But they 
must not be disco d. The society had not been established very long — 
about twelve years, he thought. Let them think of the difficulties which 
the Law Society had had to contend with when it started. It was based 
on a much older society, which he fancied was ‘a dining rociety, and it 
dined first at the “Devil's Tavern,” but afterwards, no doubt 
with improvements in the honourable practice which it desired to 
enforce, at the ‘‘ Baptist’s Head.’’ That society developed in 1825 or 
thereabouts into the society which now existed. At that time, of course, 
there was no railway communication in the country and it was difficult to 
get the country support which the society now had. But the society had 
begun with 200 or 300 members. He did not know how many solicitors there 
Were in land and Wales at that time, but there must have been many 
thousands, It had taken the society seventy-five years of continuous work 
to get up to 8,000 members, and that was less than half the total number 
of solicitors in this country. So what he would say to them was: Keep 
Pegging away, and do not be satisfied with issuing circulars and writin 
letters, but proceed as far as you can by personal application a 
remonstrance with those who ought to belong to your society.’’ There was 
wry like the members of any particular occupation, whatever it 
might be, joining together to exchange views upon a subject which they 
unde: the best, and endeavouring to bring their efforts to a 
Successful termination. The bar had one advantage over the association 
and over the Law Society. Every barrister must belong to his 

of Court, and that it was not necessary to go round, hat in hand 
him to join the particular society, because he could not appear at all 
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The improvements | in the legal world in wig and gown unless he belonged to an inn. The 


society was under the same disadvantage as the association, but by 
personal application, always observing the great object which they had 
before them, to do what was best to improve their own knowledge and to 
bring about an honourable practice and good and friendly ways of con- 
ducting business amongst themselves, he was sure they would succeed in 
establishing this society on a wider and a broader basis, and he could only 
- that his Council, as well as he, wished them every success in their 
efforts. 





The General Council of the Bar. 


The following are extracts from the annual statement for 1903-1904: 

The Poor Prisoners’ Defence Act, 1903.—The Council, upon th invitation 
of the Home Secretary, expressed their views with regard to the rules 
proposed toe be made under section 2 of the Act. The Council were not, 
however, afforded an opportunity of expressing their views previous to 
publication upon the regulations as to rates and scales of payment con- 
templa’ed by section 1 (2) of the Act. Since the making of such regula- 
tions the Council have been in communication with the Home Secre 
and have made certain representations to him thereon, to which he has 
promised to give hi- most careful consideration. 

The Proposed Schoot of Law.—By the courtesy of the Attorney-General 
the Council were invited toconsider proposals which had been made for the 
establishment of a School of Law. Having considered the matter upon 
various occasions the Council eventually adopted the following resolution : 
“That this Council does not approve of the scheme for a School of Law in 
so far as the same involves the displacement of the present system of legal 
education now carried on by the Council of Legal Education and Law 
Society, but is of opinion that the fund in court should be used for the pur- 
pose of improving and extending the usefulness of the system at present 
existing in both branches of the profession.” 

The Long Vacation.—The Council have to report that in accordance with 
the resolution adopted at the last annual general meeting of the bar they 
forwarded copies of such resolution to the Lord Chancellor, the Lord Chief 
Justice of England, the Master of the Rolls, the President of the Probate, 
Divorce, and Admiralty Division, the Attorney-General, the Solicitor- 
General, and the members of the Rule Committee. They have further 
prepared a scheme in order to shew that it is possible to adapt the present 
circuit system to the proposed alteration of the dates of the Long Vacation 
(August Ist to October 12th). They have brought this scheme to the 
notice of the Lord Chancellor, the Judges of the Supreme Court, the Law 
Officers, and the members of the Rule Committee. The scheme may be 
seen on application at the offices of the Council. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


Law Students’ Societies. 


Brruincnam Law Srupents’ Socrery.—March 25.—Mr. T. P. Walthall 
presiding.—The following was the subject for debate: ‘“‘A man is 
employed at work on a building which meets the requirements of the 
Workmen's Compensation Act, 1897, and in the erection of which iron 
girders had been used. While the man is at work a thunderstorm comes 
on, and the lightning, attracted by the girders, strikes the man and kills 
him. Is this an accident arising out of the course of his employment such 
as to entitle him to com ion under the Act’”’ The s ers in the 
affirmative were Messrs. E. A. Gateley, R. A. Willes. J. R. Round, E. 
Woodward, J. Cotterell, and E. A. Coley; and in the negative Messrs. 
T. H. Cleaver and T. D. Walthall. The chairman having summed up, 
the meeting voted as follows: For the affirmative 9, and the negative 6. 








Companies. 


Licences Insurance Corporation. 
AnnvaL Report. 


The fourteenth annual general meeting of the Licences Insurance Cor- 
poration and Guarantee Fund (Limited) was held on Friday, the 25th 
ult., at the Institute of Chartered Accountants, Mr. A. W. Ruecirs- 
Brisk, the chairman, presidi 

Mr. J. O’Donoeuve (gene 
notice convening the meeting,. 

The CuatrMan, in moving the adoption of the report, said they would 
have observed that the premium income had been increased by 
£10,709 18s. 6d., the total income of the company now being 
£124,633 5s. 6d. Of this the sum of £3,061 had been set aside to make the 
necessary proportionate increase in the reserve for unexpired risks, which 
now amounted to £32,700. The sum of £60,941 13s. 4d. had been set 
aside for claims in suspense and contingencies, £4,127 2s. went to the 
shareholders in payment of the usual dividend of 6 per cent., and the 
balance, £4,209 7s., was carried forward to next year’s account. The 
general reserve fund remained at £40,000. Last year the reserve for 
claims in suspense and contingencies amounted to £52,500, and he then 
informed the meeting that this represented a liquid fund in preparation 
for the exceptional claims which the board were justified in anticipatin 
in the year 1903. He need hardly say that they were not disappoi 
in their anticipation, and, as far as he could see at present, there seemed 


" manager and secretary) having read the 
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little likelihood of making an over-estimate in such anticipation for 
some time to come. However that might be, the shareholders might 
rest assured that, as last year, so this year, the reserve 
on this account, amounting this year to £60,941 lds. 4d., largely 
exceeded any claims in hand, and represented a protection against future 
losses. The experience of the company had been exceptionally severe, 
and asa matter of fact the losses, as applied strictly to last year, were 
estimated at between £93,000 and £94,000—a sum which bore an undue 
proportion of the premium income. Acting upon their anticipated and 
actual experiences, the board had considerably increased the rates and 
reduced the scope of the protection afforded by the policies, limiting the 
liability in such a way as to exclude the small houses doing an insigni- 
ficant trade, against which the board believed the public and magisterial 
resentment to be principally directed. The company’s losses had been 
sufficiently severe, but he could assure the shareholders that the ote nee 
at the beginning of the past year were dark in the extreme—so black that, 
had it not been for most energetic action on the part of the board, 
involving no little expense and enterprise, the company would have had 
an experience such as he would have been sorry indeed to have to 
unfold. It is sufficient to say that serious results had been averted. But 
they had to review the position for the coming year, and although the 
company started with large funds in hand against unexpected misfortune, 
such funds should not strictly be necessary, for the premium income 
resulting from adequate rates calculated upon a sound basis should be 
sufficient to meet the losses of each year. This was a question which gave 
the board great concern in view of the unsettled and dangerous conditions 
such as had never before beset the trade or the company. At present 
things were practically in the dark as to any contemplated legislation. It 
was known that the trade was expecting relief from a situation which was 
not only, in the opinion of the board, intolerable, but likely to prove 
ruinous at a time when there was little enough margin of profit left 
to an overtaxed and persecuted business. At the same time they felt 
uncertain as to the prospects of such relief assuming any practical shape. 
The trade fancied, he thought, that if all licences were placed on a footing 
equivalent to that of pre-’69 beerhouses their troubles would be at an 
end. The board did not, however, concur in that opinion. The board 
had closely watched the actions of the magistrates at the 1904 sessions, 
which had just passed, and considered that they augured ill for the future 
of licences unless some legal steps were taken. The company regretted 
the abandonment of the Farnham appeal which it had undertaken, but 
magnanimously and properly, he thought, surrendered its views to those 
expressed by the leaders of the trade. With regard to future legislation 
the board desired that it should be of such a character that magistrates 
should be magistrates and justices administer justice, and then that 
licences and licence-holders should be left to the mercy of the law. 
The future was dark, but with the knowledge and experience of the 
company, it would be met with care and discretion, and, as far as 
the insurance of licences could be brought to the assistance of the trade, 
the company would be the one to rise to the position. Such position 
places us outside arguments bearing upon the licensing question, and 
our only fear is that, if the adverse situation further develops, the 
adequate rates which we should have to charge, even for limited pro- 
tection, might prove more onerous than the trade could possibly bear. 
To revert to the business of this company, although the directions it 
may take may be uncertain, there is no uncertainty as to its paramount 
permanent necessity and continuous financial success. He could not conclude 
without referring to the energetic secretary and the assistant secretary 
for the magnificent work they had done during the year in the troublous 
times through which the company had passed, and who had saved the 
company thousands of pounds, and in this he would include the indoor 
and outdoor staff. 

Mr. F. W. ButrerwortH seconded the motion, and it was unani- 
mously adopted. 

On the motion of Lord Ernest Haminton (vice-chairman), seconded by 
Mr. T. G. H. Gryn, the retiring directors were re-elected. 

The auditors were also re-elected, and the proceedings closed with a 
vote of thanks to the chairman. 





Law Accident Insurance Society. 
AnnvaL Meertine. 


The eleventh annual general meeting of the Law Accident Insurance 
Society was held on Wednesday at the offices, 215, Strand, Mr. Ricnarp 
Prensinctow (chairman) presiding. 

The report stated that the premium income of the society for the year 
amounted to £359,137 19s. 1d., and after allowing the sum of £31,761 11s. 5d. 
for re-insurance premiums, and £3,440 14s. 11d. bonuses to policy-holders, 
there remained a net premium income of £323,935 12s. 9d4., as against 
£327,695 6s. 8d. for the previous financial year. The amount disbursed in 
respect of claims was £221,037 16s. 1d., and a reserve of £48,000 had been 
made in respect of outstanding claims. After allowing and providing 
for all items of income and expenditure, including the amounts required 
to write down the cost price of Consols to 85, and a full provision 
for the depreciation in the value of investments, there remained 
a reserve fund of £54,157 19s. 6d., and a credit balance of 
£35 298 26., together £89,456 1s. *d. The net result for the 
year shewed a heavy diminution of the society’s resources and 
did not enable the directors to recommend the payment of any 
dividend. The cause of loss had been the claims experienced during 1903 
in consequence of inadequate premiums sontea in respect of risks 
accepted during the year 1902 in one section of the company’s business. 
The rates in question were revised as renewals fell in during 1903, 
and practically all business in this section had now left the society. 
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All other departments of insurance transacted by the society sheweg 
satisfactory results. As the unsatisfactory business had been termi 
and as the directors were advised that full provision had been made fo, 
outstanding claims, they believed that the set-back in the company’s 
progress—much as it was to be regretted—was temporary, and that its 
cause was effectually removed. The directors retiring were Mr. E, H 
Ellis-Danvers and Mr. J. E. Gray Hill, both of whom offered themselye 
for re-election. The auditors, Messrs. Deloitte, Dever, Griffiths, & Oo 
also retired, and offered themselves for re-election. 2 

Mr. E. T. Currrorp (manager and secretary) having read the notice 
convening the meeting, 

The Cuareman, in moving the adoption of the report, said he had had the 
honor of occupying the position of chairman of the society since its 
formation eleven years ago. He had watched its progress with 
interest, and it had been a very remarkable progress hitherto. The 
shareholders would, therefore, well understand what were his feeli 
at having to ask them to adopt a report of the character of that 
laid before them. He would not trouble them with any detailed referengg 
to figures—he did not think time would be usefully occupied in so doing; 
but the question which was naturally in the minds of all of them was how 
it happened that this state of affairs had come about. Upon that point 
it was his duty to give an explanation which might or might not be con. 
sidered satisfactory, but at any rate it was the only explanation he had to 
make. The society had accepted in the year 1902 some large risks in the 
department of employers’ liability business at inadequate premiums 
through erroneous calculations supplied by the management in the work 
of preparing the necessary statistics upon which the premiums were quoted, 
That was, shortly stated, the only explanation that was to be given. That 
block of business had gone, and in the judgment of the board the rest of 
the employer’s liability business was sound. He did not think it was 
possible for him to amplify usefully the statement which he had maée, 
He could not make it any worse, and he did not think he could make 
it any better. With regard to an annual contract company 
such as this was, one favourable feature was its recuperative 
nature—that was to say, the losses were soon ascertained, and the 
unfavourable business could be got rid of. That had happened in 
this case. It was only within the last few weeks that the knowledge of 
the. circumstances he had mentioned had come home to the board, and 
they had satisfied themselves that the business accepted or renewed during 
1903 was of a profitable nature, and that the same might be said of the 
business that had already been transacted in 1904. Had it not been for 
the claims in respect of that special block of unprofitable business, and the 
reserves made for claims outstanding in connection therewith, the accounts 
‘for the year 1903 would have been of a satisfactory nature. Of courseit 
had been necessary to make careful inquiries into the matter, and he had 
had returns made by the society’s actuary—a skilled actuary—and by 
their chief accountant, and they shewed that every department of insur- 
ance undertaken by the society, except employers’ liability insurance, 
had been profitable during the year, and that the same might be said of 
the employors’ liability business with the exception of the particular 
block to which he had referred. There was one matter on which he 
was very anxious to say a few words, because he knew that state- 
ments had been made, mainly in the city, of a very injurious 
character as regarded the society. It had been alleged that they had been 
cutting rates. Such an idea had never entered the heads of the board, and 
if they had been conscious of anything of the sort, he need hardly say 
it would have been put a stop to whatever might have been the con- 
sequencies. The board were not conscious and had never had any reason 
to suppose that such a practice had maintained in the office without their 
knowledge. He knew that statements had been made that the efforts of 
the staff had been in the direction of making a great premium income. 
With the exception of which he had already given an explanation he 
believed the statement was entirely without foundation. Even with regard 
to the block of business, and which, as he had said was all gone, it had 
gone to offices who had taken it at the same rate as the society had taken 
it, and which the board considered to have been inadequate. The board 
had made very stringent provisions for depreciation in the securities. 
Of course securities of every description had been depressed for months 
past, but it was not supposed that that depreciation would last for ever 
and that there would be no restoration to previous prices. However, the 
board had made very stringent provisions for depreciation in and 
written down their Consols to 85 per cent., which he believed was the 
fashionable figure. On all sides and in every way they had made provision 
for the future, both for outstanding claims and for depreciation of 
securities. With regard to the item “‘ Properties taken over,’’ to-day 
there were no claims outstanding prior to 1901. There were on the 3lst 
of December, 1901, eighteen cases outstanding. [Five had already been 
settled for sums within the estimate provided for them, and there were thus 
thirteen only which were outstanding. Sufficient reserves had been made 
for these, and he hoped and believed that pyovision had been made for 
every ible liability. ‘‘ Properties taken over ’’ was an item of £65,000, 
and the board believed that to be a satisfactory asset. They were, of 
course, properties taken over by the society from whom this society 
accepted reinsurances, and he had no doubt the result world be a very 
one as far as this society was concerned. But there was this unsatisfactory 
feature, that it involved the lifting of a very large number of these 
securities, between twenty-five and thirty, involving an expenditure of the 
£65,000 in the report. It was not an item about which shareholders need 
feel any apprehension. The society had now some 10,000 or 12,000 
agents, their head office, and twenty-five well-appointed branches, all 
equipped with furniture paid for out of revenue, thus representing al 





undisclosed asset, and there was a premium income of over £300,000. 
The board believed that the remainder of the business was now profitable 
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ments. What he was unable to understand was that 
e shareholders should throw away their for the 
penefit of those who were quite willing to take up the shares 
with the chance of having to pay calls upon them. Any share- 
holder could obtain full information about the business of the 
society at the office, which would be far better than going into the city to 
those who knew nothing about it. The directors held 28,400 shares, and 
they had taken up their allotments on the issue of shares at a premium, 
and they held these shares —aa that they would hereafter receive a 
remunerative income from them. he accounts shewed an increase in the 
expenses of management, and this was greatly due to the reduction of 
business owing to the board’s determination not to renew the block of 
unprofitable business to which he had referred, but they were considerably 
below the average ratio of accident companies and means had already been 
taken to reduce them. 

Mr. J. 8. Beatz seconded the motion, which was supported by Mr. 
Taomas RAWLE, and after some remarks by several shareholders, carried 
unanimously. 

The retiring directors and the auditors were then re-elected, and the 
proceedings closed with a vote of thanks to the chairman. 


some Of 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. ‘Tuomas Ratzrcu, C.S.I., D.C.L., Member of the Council of the 
Governor-General of India, has been appointed a Knight Commander of 
the Star of India. 

Mr. W. J. Broomrrety Hower, solicitor, of. the firm of Howe & Rake, of 
No. 22, Chancery-lane, London, has been appointed a Commisioner for 
Oaths. Mr. Howe was admitted in 1897. 





Information Required. 


Josepn Tweits, deceased.—Any person having any knowledge of the 
existence of the original last Will of Joseph Twells, formerly of 163, High- 
street, Southwark, in the county of Surrey, Draper, then of 16, Electric- 
avenue, Brixton, London, afterwards of Moody-street, Congleton, in the 


Isle of Wight, and who died at 5, Simeon-street, Ryde, aforesaid, on the 
17th of November, 1903, or can give such information as may lead to the 
discovery of the will of the said deceased, is requested to communicate with 
Henry L. Reade, solicitor, Congleton, Cheshire. 

Re Cartes Moss-Cocxie, deceased.—To Solicitors and Others.—Any 
person having in his custody or having any knowledge of the making or 
existence of a Will of the above-named deceased is requested to com- 
municate forthwith with Messrs. Perkins & Weston, solicitors, 9, Gray’s- 
inn-square, W.C. 


Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


Atrrep Srancomn Dunn and Watter Hri1arp, solicitors (Dunn & 
Hilliard), 1 Guildhall-chambers, Basinghall-street, London. March 25. 


Tuomas Grorce Grsson, Rosert Pynus, Jonn Pysvus, and Brian 
Cuameré Townsnenp, solicitors (Gibson, Pybus, & Pybus), Newcastle- 
uw — So far as regards the said Brian Chambré Townshend. 


Joun Owen Hicxman and James Witt1am Dickson, solicitors (Hickman 
& Dickson), 30, Bedford-row, London. March 25. 


Henry Jonn Meap, Anrnur Crartes Map, and Henry Girrorp Mean, 
solicitors (Mead & Sons), 116, Jermyn-street, St. James’s, Westminster. 
March 25. The said Henry John Mead and Henry Gifford Mead will 
continue to practise at the same address, under the style of Mead & 
Sons; the said Arthur Charles Mead will practise in his own name at 
48, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London. [ Gazette, March 29. 


General. 





Mr, J oseph Bosley with a cheque for £17, representing money subscribed by 
metropolitan magistrates, solicitors, and others on his retirement from the 
Mendicity Society after twenty-one years’ service. During that time Mr. 
Bosley conducted the inquiries into the history of, and recorded the con- 
victions against, the mendicants charged at the metropolitan police-courts. 
Sir Albert said he made the presentation at the request of Mr. Harry 
Wilson, solicitor, who had acted as treasurer to a fund raised to 
peyetante Mr. Bosley’s name for his valuable services to the public. 

verybody was indebted to Mr. Bosley, than whom no one could better 
have ormed the duties of mendicity officer. From his own personal 
knowledge, which dated back a long time, he never recollected anybody 
who was more willing and anxious to say a good word for a prisoner 
where it was deserved, and that, he considered, was a good trait in a 
man’s character. If, on the other hand, it was impossible for Mr. Bosley 
to sympathize with a prisoner, he was always ready to perform his duty as 


It is understood, says the Times, that Sir Courtenay Ibert, the Clerk of 
the House of Commons, is a revised edition of the Manual of 
Rules, Orders, and Forms of Procedure relating to Public Business, which 
the Speaker will, at no distant date, lay upon the table with instructious that 
copies shall be available for the use of all members. Although the last 
issue, edited by Sir Reginald Palgrave, and published in 1897, dealt with 
the sessional order systematizing and limiting discussions in Committee of 
Supply the information contained in the volume is now in many respects 
misleading, owing to the far-reaching character of the changes in pro- 
cedure made at the instance of Mr. Balfour two yearsago. As it is, 
Standing ' rder 18, which provides for the suspension of members for dis- 
regarding the authority of the Chair or abusing the rules of the House by 
persistently or wilfully obstructing the business of the House, will have 
to be printed in an —— estate ; for while the words in the old rule 
specifying the periods of suspension for first, second, third, and subse- 
oo se have been struck out, no alternative words have yet been 
inserted. 


Mr. Montague Crackanthorpe, K.C., writing to the Zimes on Lord Justice 
Vaughan Williams’ remarks on the proposed School of Law, at the annual 
dinner of the United Law Society, says: ‘‘To say that a school of law 
would necessarily lead to a code is, of course, an exaggeration. What is 
the literal truth is that the labours of such a school would elucidate legal 
principles and so furnish materials for a code. Surely no greater praise 
could be bestowed. Whether the materials so collected should or should 
not be availed of by the Legislature must depend on the subject-matter. 
In three cases partial specific codes have proved highly successful in 
England. . + Tosay that a code would ‘ destroy jurisprudence and 
the science of law’ is a strange use, or misuse, of language. In the first 
lace, jurisprudence is itself the science of law, so that the two things to 

destroyed are one and the same. In the next place, whatever we may 
think of the Code Napoleon, no one could properly apply the epithet 
unscientific to the legal literature which has flourished under it. Lastly, 
‘ jurisprudence’ is ‘ the knowledge of the customs and rights of men in a 
State or community necessary for the due administration of justice.’ A 
code, instead of destroying this knowledge, would extend and deepen 
it . Psd 

In the House of Commons on Tuesday Mr. Osmond- Williams asked the 
Attorney-General whether his attention had been drawn to the arrears of 
business in the higher Courts of Law and to the delay caused by the 
igfrequency of the sittings ; and whether the Government pro to take 
any action in the matter. The Attorney-General said: have made 
inquiries as to the state of business in the several branches of the Supreme 
Court and am informed that as regards. the Court of Appeal the second 
division is now hearing Chancery appeals set down in January this year, 
so that there are no arrears so far as they are concerned. It is hoped that 
at next sittings both divisions will be able to take King’s Bench appeals ; 
but it is believed that, unless unforeseen accidents should occur, by the 
inning of the Long Vacation there will certainly not be more than 
three months’ arrears in the Court of Appeal. In the Chancery Division 
there are no arrears whatever, and the j are abreast of their work. In 
the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division there are, owing to illness, 
some arrears in business, but it is hoped they will be cleared off before the 
Long Vacation. In the King’s Bench Division the work is ina better 
state than it has been in during the last five years. There are nearly fifty 
fewer cases standing for hearing than at the commencement of the sitting, 
and with the exception of cases standing over all cases now undisposed of 
were set down since the Long Vacation. As to special and common 
juries and cases without juries, the cases now standing for hearing were 
all entered after the 10th of January. ‘The sittings in London are 
continuous in all the divisions, but the number of judges able to sit 
depends from time to time on the number that are absent on circuit. The 
Government do not propose to take any legislative action in the matter. 








The Property Mart. 


Sale of the Ensuing Week, 
April 7.—Mesers. H. E. Fosrzr & Crayriexp, at the Mart, at 2:— 
REVERSIONS : 


nty-eighth Railway Stocks, value £10,000; gentleman 


7 Goer at Role has ate Tage cata 

a ; to 150 in General , to 

ee eae Gans, tee Peres denn & ° 

London. 

To One-third of Freeholds at Watford, &c., producing £110 annum ; lad: 
156. Soli Sedgwick, Turner, Oddie, & Sworder, Watford. 

decease of ad aged 79, a che rang hen gg — 
o! ive ; 

£3,091, with policies. Sebdtce ir. -, _— 
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Locke, Esq., Liverpool. 


in &c., on decease of a lady 
Also the Reversionary Life Interest of a gentleman 
; . in Freehold, let at £50 per annum, 
To One-eighth of Leaseholds in Bermondsey, by pet, aa f 
oO} 

lady 60; also Policies for £200; also four Freehold Plots of Land at 
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value £ £40 
POLICIES for £1,000, £1,000, £1,000, £800, £500, £400 —Solicitors, Messrs, 
‘or £1,000, ¢ . , £400, £200, i 
vrett & Sons and Lng , « Hardisty, 
DIVIDENDS ot IN' INTER&ST on 40 Fally-pald Ghares of 500f. each, in the Campaguie 
es . i 


Trustram & Co,.; Messrs. Syrett & sons; 
Messrs. Watkin, Williams, Gray, & Steel; and Messrs. Campbell & Baird, 





8 fai servant of the public. His retirement was a loss to the publi 
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Winding-up Notices. 
London Gaszette.—Fripay, March 25. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep tn CHANCERY. 

Coxtaxcors, Luarev—Creditors are required, on or before May 6, to send their names 
and d addresses, and the pertiehria of their debts or claims, to William Arthur Long, 2, 
Grand parade, Harri Christopher & Roney, Cornhill, solors for liquidator 

Kewnpriocx’s, LimitTe itors are required, on or before April 23, to send their names 

addresses. and the particulars of | their debts or claims, to William John Hill, 50, 
Foregate st, Worcester. Clinton, Worcester, — ad liquidator 

Mauay Transport Syxpicatze, Lomrep— required, on or ag May 2, to 
send their names and addresses, and the ne ee of their debts or claims, to = es 
Gulliver, 2. Trott st, Battersea Park. Parkes & Powell, Fleet st, solors for liquidator 

New Lea Vatiry Distrtuery Co, LimiTeD (IN VouuNTaRY Liqurpatiox)—Credito ‘tors 
are required, on or before April 15, to send their names and addresses he particu- 
lars of their debts or Edward Cecil Moore, 3, png = dey 

O Bsrenp & Co, Loutep— Creditors are required, on or before April 29, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alfred Riley, 132, 
Wool Exchange, Coleman st. Blundell & Co, Serjeants’ inn, Fleet st, solors for 

Pani Lawez Bricx ayp T11z Co, ner Slee are required, on or before May 6, to 

send their names and rticulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick 
Isaac Byrne, 137, Wigan rd, aehton i in} erfield. Graham, Wigan, solor for liquidator 

Prrro.eum Propucts. co, Lnorzp—Creditora are required, on or fore May 14, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to A W Outram, 
3, Fenchurch et. Langhams, Bartlett’s bldgs, Holborn, ae for liquidator 

Usrrzep Ixvestment anp AGENcY Bi soe, Limtrep—Creditors Legh gery D on or before 
May 31, to send their names and ad es and the particulars of their debts or claims, 

to Basil William Hardcastle, 76, O 

wan & Sons, Limrrep (In Wocmeer’ Liquipatiox)—Creditors are required, on or 
before May 3, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to John Allright Wheeler, 71, Brixton rd, Brixton. Bridge, Copthall av, solor 
for liquidator 


, and t 





London Gazette.—Tvurspay, March 29. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luowutep 1x CaANnceRY. 


Baytos Coat, Coxe, axyp Brick Cottizry Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented 

March 22, directed to be heard at the Town Hall, Kidderminster, on April 19, at 9.30a.m. 
& Turner, Bedford row, for Thursfield, Oxford st, Kidderminster, solor for 

petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the 
afternoon of April 18 

Dowvew & Poor, a —Petn for winding up, presented March 23, directed to be heard 
April 12. Baker & st, solors for petners. Notice of somang must reach 
the above-named not Slater than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of April 5 

Free Lance, Lonteo—Petn for winding up, ted March 17, directed to be heard 
April 12. Philbrick & Co, Basinghall st, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must 
reach the abov: -named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of April 10 

Gotpew Vatiey Mixes or West Avsrraia, Limitep—Petn for winding up, presented 
March 17, directed to be heard April 12. Redfern & Hunt, Abchurch In, solors for petner. 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o velock in the after- 
noon of A 

Ivory Coast ae Corporation, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, presented March 25, 
directed to be heard April 19. Edwards & Cohen, Coleman st, solors for er. Notice 
of a ~ must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

1 


Suerry Stream Packet Co, Liuutep—Petn for winding up, presented March 16, directed 

to be heard at the Court House, Eastgate, Rochester, on April 12, at 11, Greathead & Co, 

High st, Rochester, solors for petner. Notice of appearing ‘must reach the above- 
named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of April 11 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


London Gazette,—Fripay, March 25. 


Borrees, Jous Percy, Salisbury House, Moorgate st, Merchant May 4 yeaa v Boyce, 
Farwell and Swinfen Eady, JJ Jones, ‘st Helen’ 8, Bishopsgate 

Dazsy, Grorce Hewxry Sauv Frevericr, Union rd, The Page, Sheffield, Deputy 
Superintendent Births, Deaths, and Marriages April 20 Braintree 
Mutual Fund ——- v Rete, Byrne, J Cunnington, Satstien, Essex 

Horros, Hexey, Plumstead, Beerhouse Kee: April 30 Savage v Mallett, 
Swinfen Eady, Hughes, Green's Bod, Woolwi 

Lyros, Bexsautx Aport, ”’ Hampstead, Merchant May2 Ibotson v Lyon, 

Byrne and Backley, IJ —e Finsbury cres 


London Gazette,—Tourspay, March 29. 


Ho.r, Tuomas, Bilborough, Nottingham, Farmer May 7 Percy v Holt, Joyce and 
Kekewich, JJ ingham 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, March 25. 


Aspgrsos, Evwanp, Hughenden, Bucks, Farmer May6 Clarke & Son, High Wycombe 

AENOLD, Eowazp JAMES, Purley April 20 Stenning X Co, Tonbrid 

ATKIss0x, Groxcez, , Lincs, Surveyor May 21 Atkinson & BStainer, Folkestone 

Bauias, RIAM, Wooastock rd, as Bush May6 McKenna & Co, Basinghall st 

Beaver, Catnenixe, K April9 Powell & Co, Knaresborough 

Bexse1t, Joux, Lea, Hereford April21 Reade, ereford 

Buavy, Janes, Ancoste, Joiner May % Whitehead, Pickerin 

Cannvccio, Rev SaLvatore, Weaste, pr Manchester May 6 Aston & Co, Manchester 

Co.uiz, Fiona Jaxe, Swanbourne Winslow, Bucks May 6 Murray & Co, Birchin lo 

Cottiscwoop, Ceci Dora, Dissington , Northumberland April 25 Williams & 
James, Thames Embankment 

Crourtos, Jax, Bury, Lancs April 23 Duckworth & fon, Ba 

Dow1ixa, "Many. Bnova, Perham 14, West Kensington May 1 , ao Bedford row 

Frztcurn, Enna, Brighton May a1 Chsdwick & Sons, Dewsbury 

Fiztcurn, Rev Jons, Brock Aprils F , Bush In House 

GAMBLE, Bazan Axx, Nottip April 14 fox & Manning, Nottingham 

Groxow, Wirtiam Lerreon, , Sussex April 20 James & James, Ely pl, Holborn 


Hasaver, Hon Waires Batruax, Bye, Suffolk April 20 Keith & Humphries, Chan- 


cery 
Harwoop, Marcanet, Bury,Lavcs May2 Bertwistle, Bury 
“a Jou» Frevenicx, Liverpool, Merchant May % 9 Gibbons & Arkle, Liver- 


Jonxs, a Lambston, + A 13 Price & Son, Haverfordwest 
Sime, Wiassonre, Sidmvuth, De April 21 Vertue, Hanover «; 





die i 
Kyow es, 84nan Anwis, Gan, Basses Pyrénées, Franee April 23 Buck & Dicksog 
Preston 


Lenaarrs; Caaries, Kensal Green = ee 1 Margetts & Co, Worship st 

Lewis, Anntz Mary, Minffordd, Den! April 26 Atcherley, Chester 

Lortus, Jouy, Brighton April 28 Jutsum & Jones, Finsbury circus 

Makgerner, Wituiam, Leeds May1 Clarke & Co, Leeds 

Mavniog, JAMES, Pembroke April 30 Gidley & Son, Sepavets 

Mutzer, Rosert, Totteridge, Herts May 12 Bullock & Co, Manch: 

Mines, Nicnotas Bourye, Upper Wick, Worcester April 22 Richardson & Sadlers, 

Golden sq, Regent st 

Morsz, MarGcaret Anna, Ambleside, Westmorland May 31 Marshall, Ieeds 

Nasu, Ex.en, Clifton, Bristol Apiil’ 22 Hunter & Haynes, New eq, Lincoln’s inn 

Orp, Ann, Che! Itenham April 30 Winterbotham & Co, Cheltenham 

Parer, CHARLES DUDLEY, outh ape 30 . Peace & Ellis, Wigan 

Soeur pg . 3 a Eainiben hell tO May 6 ommend Ne es ancheatee 
HILLIPS, SUSANNAH JANE LyD1A, ve & In 

Picxrorp. Frances, Cawthorne, Yorks iy 19 Smith &Co, Sheffield —_ 

Porter, CHABLES, Stickford Lines, F: April 6 Walker & Co, Alford 

rex Rosert, Longri Longridge, Lancs, oa, Beiter’ s Assistant April 9 Marsden, Long. 


ri 

PrupHor, Ticanesnne, Newcastle upon Tyne, Dressmaker April 30 Chartres & Youll, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 

Raven, Satome, Didsbury May 14 Horner & Co, Mancheste: 

Ricuarpsox, Jonn James, Hi gley, Leeds, Pin eoutatuaee May 31 Northé Sons, 


Leeds 

Sampson, Mary, Balby, Doncaster Agee 25 Atkinson & peo Doncaster 

Suaw, Epwarp, JP, suthport April 12 Smith & Sons, Hyd: 

Suomi, Jane, Liverpool April 25 Quinn & Sons. Liverpol 

SKINNER, ELIzABETH ANE, Stockton on Tees April 5 Punch & Robson, Middlesbrough 

Sraypury, WILLIAM Heyry, Plymouth — 16 Bond & Pearce, Plymouth 

Survitiz, Evizaseta, Norwich May 20 Stevens & Co, Norwich 

TuxcKstox, ANN, alton in Furness, Lancs April 24 Butler & Son, Broughton in 

ee JosgrH, Dalton in Furness, Lancs April 24 Butler & Son, Broughton in 

ness 

Txornton, Mary Any, Grosvenor st, Camberwell April 25 _* & Co, Rood In 

THYNNE, Right Hon Hewry Faeveicx, Worthing April 30 Walters & Co, New m, 
Lincoln’s inn 

Topp, Sornta Grant, Avondale, Denville, Havant, Hampshire May 1 Griffith, Chichester 

Tazesy, Jonny Frxcu, Salford, Lancs, Greengrocer April 29 Hockin & Co, Manchester 

Torner, Lez, ord, Surveyor May 2 alsh, Oxford 

Visstan, ANTOINE, Mortimer st, Felt Hat Manufacturer May 24 Cresswell & Co, Water 
In, lackfriars 

WatsHaw, CHagLoTre, Cheadle May14 Horner & Co, Manchester 

Watton, Span Sorat, Pitville, Cheltenham April 30 Rickerby, Cheltenham 

Warp, Witram, Bheffield ngs 3 2 Irons, Sheffield 

Watson, Ropert, Melbourne 4 5 St Barbe & Co, Delahay st, Westminster 

Wewcn, Auraz Woop, Bridgnorth, Salop April 30’ Heath & Hamilton, Lincoln's im 


Waitworts, Henry, Halifax April18 Humphreys & Co, Halifax 

WILLIAMS, Harrierr, Weston under Penyard, Hereford iy 21 Reade, Ross 
Woop, Jossepn, Stocksbridge April 22 Smith & Co, Sheffield 

Woa.ey, ELEANOR Bagooks, Henley on Thames May 4 Campion, Henley on Thames 


London Gasette.—Turspay, March 29, 


Avper, Capt Cuartes, West Buckland, Somerset, RN May 7 Williams & Alder, 
Laurence Pountney hill 

Autes, Mary Any, Ifracombe April 25 Woodbridge & Sons, Serjeant’s inn, Fleet st 

ALLEN, Wii.1am Jonny, Florida, USA May10 Rowcliffes & Co, Bedford row 

Artix, Roper, Harlow, Essex, ‘Miller April 28 Richardson & Co, Much Hadham, Herts 

ease ELizaBEetu, Linthwaite, nor Huddersfield May 2 Ramsden & Co, Hudders- 


Bassitu, Saran, Luton April 21 Knowles & Co, Luton 

BeasLeyY, Bsxsamin, Handsworth April 14 Richardson & Warburton, Birmingham 
BERLyYy, ‘Sopura, Stoke Newington April15 Bomain, Bisho; te Without 
Boornroyp, Mary, Dobcross Saddleworth, Yorks, Grocer April 20 Rowbotham, Oldham 
BricuTMan, Hagrry Wiue, North Shields April 25 Caplend & Son, Sheerness 
Cappick, WiniFgeD, Gorton, nr Manchester April 23 Orrell, Manchester 
CrosswELL, CiceLy EvE.yy, Minehead, Somerset April30 Watson, Bridgwater 

aaa * Sir Epwyn Saxpys, KCMG, Gt Winchester st Aug 1 Lyne & Holman, Gt Wix 


ester st 
Drover, Emma Exiza, Ashford, Kent April 25 Welman & Sons, Bayswater 
EASTLAND, Jame, Eee idge ‘April 30 Cobbing, Bow st 
Exvy, Cuaniorre, P: dington April19 Brown, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Gone, Deataes Eizazers, Devonshire pl, Portland pl April 80 Wilson & (, 


GRratnGEr, Jonny, m, Yorks, Farmer April 30 Goodall, Leeds 
Cais, Sevee Wiens Poplar, ‘Contractor May 16 Birchall & Edwards, Fen- 


bidgs 
Gree, Jane Bagrow, Oldham May7 Ascroft & Maw, Oldham 
GReGorY, Emma, Sheffield, Provision Dealer April 30 Jones & Middleton, Chesterfield 
Heypon, WILLIAM FRepenick, Richmond April23 Smith & Burrell, Richmond 
Hicx'rox, Wi.iram Henry, Halesowen, Worcester, Butcher April 7 Cooksey, Old Hil, 


Btaff's 
Buse, , Gzorce, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Oil Merchant April16é Partridge & Co, King's 


yon 

Jousson, Lovisa, Hazelville rd, Lg - May 14 Clifford & Co, Finsbury pymt 

LUsELskI, mes Jon » Leeds, Clothier May16 Blac n, Leeds 

Moxy peng ag ae Lower Broughton, Balford April 30 Adams, Manchester 
Moons, 8ir Joux y Yoon, Hine illiam st May16 Smith & Co, Bread st, > 

OLIvER, Josern, ek Butcher April 25 Wortham & Co, Royston, Hert: 

hay = Pe Witiiam Tuomas, 8t John's Wood May 9 Willson & Norman, Regent st, &t 


Pooug, Juss, Southsea April 29 Long & Gardiner, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Paice, Gronce Jones, Wolverhampton April 30 Court, Wolverhampton 

Reyyouips, Wit¥rreD Nicxoias, Barnwood, nr Gloucester April 30 , mal Cardiff 

SAYWELL, Evizasern, St Leonards on Sea May 10 Davenport & Co, Hastings 

Scorr, Joux. Wood st, Warehouseman a 29 Rundle & Hobrow, Basinghall st 

Seaveayt, Tuomas Wiis0on, Bodmin, Cornwall May 11 &t Barbe & Co, Delahay st, 
Westminster 

Sreeve, Mary Evves, Elland, Yorks May7 Ba 

Sreruey, Sir Lesiix, KCB, Hyde Park gate 

Sronn, Mary, New Wandsworth April 26 Kilsby 

SrRakEn, cares Exizaseta, Tynemouth ‘April 


land 
= Hille & Halsey, Lincoln’s inn fields 
, College hill, Cannon st 
” Forste x & Co, Newcastle upon’ 


Srvarr, a LA Axx, Stockton on Tees May 80 Watson, Stockton on Tees 
Teany, Janz, Putney May7 Nicol & Co, Lime st 
asa > oe Goss, Silverton, Devon, Farmer April 12 Hacker & Co, Newton 


Toozes, Henny, Kingston upon Hull April 30 Woodhouse & Co, Hull 

TRevevay gees Pottasp Dosete WI xinsox, Netherwitton, Northumberland 
y Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Tazyv ayses, TuoaxTox Rocea, Netherwitton, Northumberland April 26 Bell & Co, 


Lincoln's inn fields 
Wetpnick, Joun, Ravensthorpe, Yorks Aget & 80 Gledhill, Dewsbury 
Weertor, Hewny, W Wigston Magna, Leic B & Pike, Leicester 


Wirisaé, Evizavern, ay April 26 Williams & Alder, Laurence Pountney hill . 
Woon, Isanetza, Ken Town May 10 Howe & Rake, Chancery ln 
Youno, Mancaser, Cheltenham June 1 


ster jurgess 
Wioris.p, Bz.iwa, ri ilies May 11 MWekata & piyring, Bheftield 


Winterbotham & Co, Cheltenham 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Faipay, March 25. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
AssoTT, FREDERICK Sprzxcer, Brompton rd, Boot Dealer 
High Court Pet Feb 23 Ord March 21 
Aspsnsox, AlreeD, Manchester, Plumber Manchester 
Pet March 9 Ord March 23 
Jouy Wit114m, Sowerby Bridge 
Bansxs, Jous Wit tioe "Pet Marck 30 Ord March 
Banyes & Co, Faeperick, Fenchurch st, Hardware Manu- 
facturers High Court Pet Feb 25 ‘Ord March 22 
Baases, Ricuarp Joun, Nottingham, Commercial Traveller 
Nottingham - vd gen Pn . env Ly Tyne P 
Thaceg5 ewcastle on Tyne New ie on e Pet 
i Wi ve Ponsh hiwf Re enyeraig, Glam. 
BryNoy, oy enr! er, = en. 
General Deal Pont; Ord 


March 22 
Biack, WILLIAM, Hay Dealer Birmingham 
Si Mieisss Ont inca” De Bien 


BuaoksuaN, Herpert Stantey, and Ciarence CLAUDE 
Biacksurs, Wibsey, Bradford, Wo 
Bradford Pet March 23 Ord March 23 

Buake, RicHARD JosErsH, Iiford, be Merchant Chelms- 
ford Pet March21 Ord March 2 

Bux, R R, South — Cabinet Maker Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet March10 Ord March 21 

Baowsinc, AnTHuR Curt, and Sypvey Joseru BrowyinG, 
Chalford, ys Wood Workers Gloucester Pet 


23 
Bavcs, RIcuaRD, Ardwick Green, Manchester, Manufac- 
's Agent Manchester Pet March 8 Ord March 23 
Bunpitt, Jam one, Shopkeeper Leicester Pet 


CasTLE, onde. - coe = Oxford st, Tailor's Manager 
High Court Pet Jan 30° Ord March 22 

CatrorD, Jonx, Devonport, Boot Maker Plymouth Pet 
March 23 Ord March 23 

Caapwick, ALICE Emma, Brooks Bar, Manchester, Provision 
Dealer Man Pet March 23 Ord Match 23 

CaamBegLAINE, TANKERVILLE, Piccadilly, Gentleman "High 
Court Pet Feb 13 Ord March 22 

Conaiz, Francis Davisoy, Cotham, et, Schoolmaster 

Bristol Pet March 22 Ord March 23 


pst Rey, AtyreD, Stoke Newingto ia High Court 
Pet March 23 Ord March 23 Phe fg 


Dossoy, Harrer, _— petagen, York, Farmer 
York Pet March’ Ord Mare 

Dower, Epwarp, Stoke upon oy Stoke upon Trent 
Pet March 23 Ord March 23 

Davay, Witt1am, Laceby, a Machinist Gt Grimsby 
Pet March 21 Ord March 2 

Eu, Astuur Hopeson Goole, J Im Leeds Pet 
March 23 Ord March 23” aes 


Fow es, Peat, Bolton Bolton Pet March 21 Ord 


GADDES, ge eg L wn, Cumberland, Grocer 
s go “- March 23 Ord March 23 
ARIN UIs, ton, Hotel 1 Proprietor Brighton Pct 
. March 10 19" Ord March 21 of x 
ooDWiNS, WILLIAM al in pee of Music 
High Court Pet March 23 rd March 


Groom, James, He.eford, dl e' - Pet Feb 26 
Suse, Soma, 
et, James, Sheffield, Tailor Sheffield Pet March 
iment arch 2 5 
Tt, OswaLD eg Huddersfield, Herbalist Hud- 
re... WwW Pet Bi ubop pe bes 1 a Durham 
3 ~a. 5 is Aue’ ur! 
Pet Feb 25 Ord March 21 
Hotwoway, Henry Joseru i 
men ona" Na stol Pet March 22 Ord March 22 
Jouy. i m, aiter ottingham t 
Ord March 21 ‘ 
hae he ae Wi.u1am, Fenton, Staffs, Potter’s Ware- 
houseman Stoke upon Trent Pet March 22 Ord 
James, Joan Davin, Pen! G Coal Miner Pvnty- 
id Pet March 23 "Ord March nn 3 sclera: 


— : 


ween, Jos Carvensos, and iivon | Stevenson Larrp, 
2" Or i a erchants erpool Pet March 
ONES ‘= *) West Bromwich, Corn Dealer West Brom- 
wich Pet March 22 Ord March 22 
Kay + Blackley Manchester Pet March 21 Ord 
Kuuy, Bern ; 
One mane, Utes Ee High Court Pet March 3 


Las .xrr, ted Hove, Sussex, Draper Brighton Pet 


i Feb : Ord March 
Wis, Henay Sows, C ge Saae, lk V 
diff Pet March'21 Ord’ March 2 ai 8 


ory Mary Axx, Holloway High Court ‘Pet March 


Livinastong, y rdw B. Burton sans, 
on Trent’ “Pet March’22, Ord March 23 [eas 5 
McMoun a pnmae, 3 contel 3, st, Hourekeeper High 
woe” sok tty yoo Joun 
Sanvison, and Epuuxy Lomax, Jewin st, Manufac- 
turers of Oriental Carpets Hi High Court Pet March 11 


Metane, pase, < Charing Cross High Court Pet Feb 18 


T General Dealer 
Exeur Pet March 22 on Mauch’ $2 


Wiitam 


Nort, Miparep Taaryorp 


Oonax, Haaruny Bridge, Halifax, abourer 
Pinta Pet March 1 10 Ord march, 19 me 
LLIAM brook's ailsha' 
Se Se ne Ot 
Pocsixotox @antes, Chapel Hadd 
nr Selb; 
Yorks Wheawright Yok Pet Match Sa Och 


oom, ae on on pa. Grover Kingston on 
Hull st eb 37 March 


Paior, aioe, Southsea, ell Portsmouth Pet 


March 23 Ord March 23 
Rayser, Tuomas, Poole, Tobacco Merchant Povle Pet 
March 8 Ord March 21 


Rosperts, ag! aoe —- U r, Carnarvon, Clerk 
Besser Pi BPS March 32 : 
Roserts, JouN yng as Tailor ‘High Court Pet 
Ri es G oon G York Pet 
OBINSON, GEORGE rrogate, Greengrocer Yor 
March 21 Ord March 21 


Scammett, Eocar Georce, Fincham Licensed Vic- 
tualler Pet March 8 Ord March 19 

Simpson, A. ae. furniture Dealer Maidstone Pet 
Feb 26° Ord March 23 


Srantey, Howaep ALLport, and James GILLET, we. 
= jess, Manufacturers Walsall Pet March 18 Ord 
rel 


Summers, Joun Henry, Liv 1, pote Merchant 
Li Pet Feb 35 Ord March 


Summers, JOHN + Py Whitby Heath, Chester, General 
Merchant Chester Pet March 21 Ord March 21 


Terry, aes Comm, ap meh Kent, Farmer Rochester Pet 
Sue Wintiam Hewry, Liver; Grocer Liverpool 
Pet March 23 Ord March 23 = 


TaustaM, Josian, and Arruur Taustam, Bedford, Organ 
Builders Bedford Pet March 22 Or "1 March 22 

TyLes, Wituam, Trealaw, > rama Painter Pontypridd 
Pet March 21 Ord March 2 

WALKER, Des, Kingston m4 Hull, Draper Kingston 
upon Hull Pet March 22 Ord March 

Wanp, Witue, Rothwell, nr Leeds, Fruiterer Leeds Pet 

Ww Was ora Wimbled Kingston, 8 

aup, WittiaM Henry, Wi on m, Surrey 

Pet Jan 26 Ord Feb 11 

WEsrTon, a, Southsea, Dealer in Domestic Machinery 
Portsmouth Pet March 23 Ord March 23 

Wen, ahs. Henry, P= an, Grocer 
Dudley Pet March 21 Ord March 

Wessun Joux, R 
Pet March ce) 


rd 
Wi.m0r, F W, Fleet, Hants Guildford Pet Feb 24 Ord 
March 22 


Wricut, Jucia Avice, and Carrie Waicat, Eastbourne, 
Schoolmistresses Eastbourne Pet “March 22 Ord 
March 22 

: FIRST MEETINGS. 

TT, Freperick Srexcer, Romford, Essex, 

Apt 12at ll —— bldgs, Carey st 


Acxeoyp, Epwarp Lez, High’ , Somerset, 4 
= ——-* 7 at 12 Mr "HH Tamlyn, High st, 
n a 


RANK Aue, © Wigan, Cycle Dealer April 6 at 3 
19, Exchange st, Bol! 

Asuecasr, WILiiamM Guuseen, a Devon, Manure 
Merchant April 13 at 12. Son, 


Messrs Sanders & 
High st, Barnstaple 
Barker, Jonn Witiiam, Sowerby Bri Yorks, poling 
Manufacturer Be is ff Rec, To 
chmbrs, Halifax 
Baryes & Co, Frepericx, Fenchurch st, omg M nou- 
April 14 at 12 —— gs, Carey st 
Fruit don “y at 3 135, 


~ x only Reese Brighton 


Barr, James, 
st, Merthyr fil 
Buakg, Anruve Joux, Bournemouth, V: 
5 at 1230 Off Ree, City Pb ning less st, 


Kiey 
Bioom, Cheetham, Manchester, Cabinet Maker 
mae ek3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Boutter, Bosert, =, Coe Grocer April 7 at 10.30 
Off Rec, 15 Osborne rimsby 
Boxx, BR, Bouth Shields, inet Maker gptsane 
Of 30, Mosley st, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Seine * ALFRED Grorcs, Holloway, “otoume Faurnisher 
April 8 at 12.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Buroirt, James, Leicester, Shopkeeper ‘April Tat3 Off 
Rec, |, Berridge st, Leicester 
Case, Arrave Paw sy, Iifracombe, Grocer April 6 at 12 
Cc ~ Gus oe Je Wales, Oct st, Tailor’s M: 
ASTLE, GEORGE 's 's Manager 
A 2at12 Bankru; 


bldgs, Carey st 
Coulee. pee a Piccadilly April 14 at 11 
Bankru bidgs, st 
CaicuTox, Farperick, Old st, St Luke’s, Publican’s 
Man April 11 at 1 Bankrupt -y bldgs, st 
Davies, ye —— —, oral 7h es 
April 6 at 12 1 
cas md Hanres, 


oF ks, Farmer 
Pocklingn, Yorks, Far be pl, 


at 3 19, Exchange st, 
"4 , Drug Dealer 


"Lower anbstu Wilt 
6 at 11.80 Of Ree 38, Regent a Regent cirous, 
Debion 
— on a te ee Nott April 6 at 11.15 Off 
Been nto been, Dorctna, "Notts, April 6 at 11 
or 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 
Kirton, sous Epwaarp, Barking, Essex, Timber Merchant 


14, Bedford row 
Lewis, ory Ow Res 1 we Oe, Milk Vendor 
, ee eeten! Gna, Oe Confectioner 


April 7at12 1 Hig’ 

Nort, Mitprep wis, ig i April 
14 at 10.30 Off Se peated cleoun, 

Oapan, Hantiey, ax, Labourer Apter: Off Reo, 


bre, Halifax 
Francis 4 oo Bremhill, Wilts, Innkeeper 
Gatli Off Reo, 38, Sagint enon, S windon 


15 at 12! ‘a Bic, The 
rot Jostau, Bolton April 7 
Gipsoy, hog g | La 
April7 


t 12 = 
— Wuam jun, 


Pauur 


a8 








Pea Ou Wr 
Apa at 1 ‘® of Tee Gastie pl, Bek st, 


Chapel Haddlesey, nr Selby, Y¥' 
ee Off Rec, yw eaten, 
Ranaporvow, Guonoe, Norwich, Pablo April5at1 Off 


Reay. Durham, Draper cnandepetene 
Off Sunderland 


Jeweller April at 11.30 24, 
ALBERT, Dealer April 6 at 
Off Rec, 8, King st 


ano, Eo oo = iran, Coach Bailder April 
oe wom Bec, 8, 


Trenter, Frank ARtTuvs. 2 nr a Suffolk, Cattle 
Dealer April 5 at2 gg omy ty el 
Dealer in 


WEsrTox, eT Southsea, Han‘ 
April 6 Off Rec, Re - B— Hint a Ports. 


ia 

Wu1ams, Humpneey, New Kent rd, General Dealer April 
8at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

Bacutey, Grorct rary, Ee Bate, Derby, Plumber 
Derby Pet March 3 

Bares, Ni Commercial 
Tra Pel aes 23 Ord March 23 

Bet, Ricuarp, and WILLiaM Maner, Prescot, Lancs, 


yy SY Ord March 22 
Beroer, ALMA, New Broad st, Tea Shop Proprietor High 
Court Pet Fe’ 


b 25 
Benyox, WItwiaM, R.A R, ch 3 Ont March ] 


Bisca, Frank, 
B pe =. oat and [= ge CLaupE 
LACKBUBN, RBERT Sr. x LA 


BiackBusy, B..- ¢ 
Bradford Pet 2 Ord Mazech 23 

Buaks, 1 ~ osepH, Liford, Timber Merchant, Chelms- 
ford Pet March = ‘Ord Marek 21 

Brownxixe, yt. Lirt, and Sypuzy Joserx Brows1xe, 
oo Glos, bo ood Workers Gloucester Pet March 
23 

Browxixc, Jon Tomas, Bieagei, Grocer Canterbury 
Pet March 18 


Ricnasp JOHN, 
N 


Feswick, Eayest Evw. i Wells, Clerk Tun- 
Wells Pet fanié Ord ae 22 
Gavp: a Cumberland, Groc2r 


‘OSEP' 
wa : “bet are 22 sae = 
Hoorox, JOHN, am, wi ottingham 
March 21 Ord March 21 
Ixskiv, JoszpH Wittiam, Fenton, 
om Stoke upon Trent Pet 


ee ee Steep, Corl Mines Ponty- 


Manchester ert March 21 Ord 
Kissus, Joan iy ey = PH Furnitare Dealer 
Court 


23 
Lewis, Henry Baa, , ayy Milk Vendor 
Cardiff Pet March 21 _ 0: "March 2 
LivINGsTOsE, Ascuralp, Bars St oo Tran Fitter Burton 
on Trent Pet March 22 Ord March 22 
ri Pet Maret Ong lar _— 
OTT, prep Taarrorp, Tory 
- Exeter Pet March 22 =) eee 
Oupas, Farsi : enced Halifax Pet March 


Ord 
Beeman Bowane Bry a Clerk 


me le = 
Ord 


BINsox, Gi York Pet 
” =a ahaa 
Victualler Resting Pet arch 8 Ord March 22 
Suupson, ALBERT. 

Pet ¥eb 26 Ord March 23 a tn 
ae High Court Pet March 15 Ord March 29 

can, OU Kent, Pet 

ete Graen sen Nee 
Verpox, a ars Salesm in 





WALKER, ae —— ga ee 





upoa Hull 
wi Locie Pruiteree Leeds Pet 
Waa ee Bo Ond Murch 3 = 
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Wairrorp, Aurrep he Dudley, Worcester, Grocer 
Pet Ord March 21 


Weaneen’ Sane. teas Sussex, Farmer Brighton 
slang) Jore, Rotingiewn, Sues, - 


ae... Agruur Cares, Potton, Beds, Wheelwright 
Bedford Pet March 18 Ord March 22 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
a. Wiuram Henay, Wilford rd, Nottingham, 
Bo 


Nottingham Adjud Oct 5, 1903 
Marc 9, 1904 , : 


London Gazeite.—Turspay, March 29. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Battery, Joux. Doccomba far 28 Ord March 25 Inn- 
keeper Exeter Pet March 25 Or 

Bickrorp, Wiiu1am JonaTuay, Hu 
Inland Re 


yton, 
venue Liverpool Pet "red 19 Pond 
oe Sm, See mel Innkeeper Salisbury Pet 
BE ay Persp, Gute, Sei Wine Merchant Bolton 
Pet March9 Ord 23 
Wituiam, Stanks, Yorks Leeds Pet 
Ord March 25 

Gatesouse, ALrrep Tom, Winton, within Bournemouth, 

Saddler Poole Pet March 26 Ord March 


26 
Garerx, Tuomas WILKINsON, Southwick, Durham, Black- 
smith Sunderland Pet March 23 Ord March 23 


Hapriexp, Ricnarp Neepsam, Derdy,GasPlumber Derby 
Pet March March 24 


Heayey, Joun, Newcastle on ug a Reoms 
Keeper | Newcastle on Tyne March 2% Ord 


Jongs, Jonn Epwarp Lewis, Pontes, Flint, Grocer 
Bangor Pet March9 Ord March 25 

Kemp, cee 9 n aas Hull, — Kingsto 
upon Hull rd March 

Kiser, eed Bedford, eons Bedford Pet March 26 
Ord March 26 


ion eae Aberavun, Collier Aberayon Pet March 
Ord March 24 


CourTyey, 


ForseErait1, 
March 25 


PS Atrrep James, Burnham erg * sens, Baker 
~ an Northumber berland, 
"Earmer New- 
, ee : Hs March 10 Ord > 
ARKINSON, BLES yt ona eg 4 Dews- 
bary Dewsbury P Grd March 
Rvssz11, a Suasts, and <n Pe 
Barrow rrow in ess 
pa Pet March 25 Ord March 26, 
S8ELL, WILLIAM Frepericxk, H M Prison, Wandsworth 
Builder’s Foreman High’ Court Pet March 2 Ord 


——. Jouxs Tuomas, H M Prison, Newcastle o 
ae, _ Newcastle on Tyne Pet March 26 


Tippy, Tuomas, Rishton, Lancs, Collier Blackburn Pet 
March 25 Ord March 25 : 
es, a, Horley, Builder Croydon Pet Feb 


bai Ra pee earch 3 Ord Yorks, ey a Victualler 
yg *® Pet March 
Wuirz, oe pat. 5 , Restaurant K bt 

eeper Derby Pet 


eho be > ye | 


Wootpaipez, Cuaries Caries, Southam , General 
Sundrieeman Southampton Pet Fy 


26 «Ord 

March 26 ; 

Wricut, Stzruzx Hansox, New Clee,Gt Grimsby Gt 
Grimsby March 24 Ord March 24 


Wau led at. 
7 Ord March 


WIit.zTTs, Winurax, Old Old Hill, 
Work Manuf: 


Pet 
Amended notice substituted a that — in 
the London Gazette of March 2 
Crrsswe1t, WiLLiAM Hewry, aye. hesilen Indiarubber 
Manufactarer’s Ashton under L; 
ma Mecager ler Lyne Pet 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Bai.ey, Jous, Doceombe, Moretonhampstead, Devon, Inn- 
April 14 at 1030 Off Bes 9, , Bedford circus, 


Bagses, Ricnagp Jou, Nottingham, Commercial Traveller 
April 6 st 12.15 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Not- 


Denese, ane Dorchester, Fish Hawker Y | alg 


Endless et, Sal 
Bary, Jou, New O8 Dos, Cy domes, ad April “a sre A Off 


saaees, Maley, Neweastie on 
a i eal 
achtt 3A Of Bes, 1s, as, Preston Joszrx Bpownse | 

Chalford, Gios, Wood Workers April 7 3.45 


Buowsixc, Joux ance Ms 
1m 68 me “ Tgate, ag April 14 at 
Catrorp, Joun, —y bh 7, Boot Maker April 7 at 11 6, 
Plymouth 
Cuapwick, Aricz fuss, Brooks Bar, Manchester April 8 | 
st, 


at 2.45 Off Rec, Byrom 
Gute Feascis Davisos, Bristol, fbedeate | 


CLARENCE CLAUDE 





Batil45 Off Rec, 2% win st, Bristol 
pew Ezy, Atrzep, Stoke N. Clerk April 15 at 12 | 
Davey, WiLuiAM, Machinist 
= Laceby, April 7 at 10.45 


Rec, 15, st, 
Eccigs, Peren, Chorley, ‘Lancs, Wine Merchant 
at 11 19, Exchange st, Bolton —. 





er oe Hopeson, Leeds, Ice Importer April 7 at 11 
row, 

Evans, Lewis, Plasmarl, Swansea, Grocer April 7 at 12 Off 
Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

a pha mang Wi:s0n, Chester, Builder April 8 at 2.45 

brs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Garin, co Brighton, Hotel Proprietor April 7 at 12 Off 
Rec, 24, Railway app, London : 

om Gaston. Kettering, Northampton April 6 at 12.30 
Off Rec, Br dge st, Northampton 

GREEN, CHARLES, and GzorGce Firta, Rotherham, Yorks, 
Builders April 7at1 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Hatt, Tuomas, Horsham, Cabinet Maker April 7 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

—— Epauyp TyLEer, Wolverhampton, Tiler April 

or Rec, Wolverhampton 

we... ‘eowaun, Dalston In, Fruiterer April 15 at 11 

Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Heayey, Joun, Jesmond Dene, Newcastle upon Tyne, 
a ne meng ag Sema rad "April Tat 11.30. Off Rec, 
30, Mosley st, Newcastle “an 
Hirst, Oswa.p, Huddersfield, Herbalist 7 at 11.30 
Off Rec, Prudential bldgs, New st, H 
Hotitoway, Heyry Josers, Bristol, Clay Pipe 
Manufacturer April8at12 Off Ree, 26, ’ Baldwin st, 


Hyert, Frayx, Monmouth, Fishm April 8 at 12 Off 
Rec, Westgate chmbrs, Newport, Mon 

James, Davip Jonny, Dowlais, Grocer April 13 at 12 135, 
High st, Merthyr 

Kay, Rosert, Blackley April 8 at 3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, 


Kisses, Jonny Bosert, Gray’s inn rd, Furniture Dealer 
April 14.at2.30 Bankruptcy bid, igs, , Carey st 

Kine, Ivor Jouy, and Bensamin James Kine, Dowlais, 
Ironmongers April 12 at 12 135, High st, Merthyr 


LasLett, Georce, Hove, Sussex, Draper April 13 at 10.30 
Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

ions — Bexsamiy, ey st April i3at12 Bank- 

tey bldgs, Carey st 

Pt Frank, and Cuarites Mareinsos, Preston, 
Cattle Food facturers April 8 at 10.30 Off Rec, 
14, Chapel st, Preston 

MEREWETHER, Francis Henry Suartox, Chelsea, Laundry 


—s April 13 at il ptcy bldgs, 
Mesgry eee, JAMES clogs Joux Witiiam Sanvison. 
and muxD Loman, J acturers of 


st, Mani 
ona Carpets April 12 3 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


tinsane Marrua Attics, Bri ~ ued Furnisher April 12 
at10 117, 8t Mary st, Cardi 
Noon, Faayx Seymour, Knowle, Warwick, Poultry Farmer 
April 6at11 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 
Orme, Juxia, Lozells, Snieien. Draper April 7 at 11 
174, Co tion 
Ory, Levis ABEY, Brixton, Clerk April 13 at 2.30 Bank- 
raptey bldgs, Carey st 
—7 CaAaves Henry, Hanging Heaton, nr Dews- 
ury, Fish Dealer April 8 at 10.30 Off Rec, Bank 
chmbra, Corporation st, Dewsbury 
Prror, EseNezer, Southsea, China a April 7 
George Hotel, High st, Portsmouth 
Ricuarps, Caares, Brownhills, Staffs, Grocer April 8 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Wol verhampton 
Roome, Tuomas eta, Rawmarsh, nr Rotherham, 
Yorks, Brick Mam April 7 at 12.30 Off Ree, 
Figtree In, sheffield 
Saitvock, HergsertT Wituiam, West Bromwich, Baker 
April 8 at 11 174, Corporation st, Bir 
Staxiey, Howarp ALrort, and Jamzs Gittet, Walsall, 
Saddlers April8 George Hotel, Walsall 
Taytor, Wutiam Henry, Nelson, Lancs, Commission 
Agent AprilSatil Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 
Terey, Jouy, Gillingham, Kent, Farmer pril 11 at 11.30 
115, High st, Rochester 
Tispace, Tuomas, Birmingham, Butcher April 6 at 12 174, 
Corporation st, Birmingham 
Tizzarp, WILLIAM Fraycis Kingswood, Bristol, Restaurant 
comer April 8 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin at, 
Toritt, Tom Bricuam, Doncaster, Fancy Dra; April 7 
at 12 Off Ree, Figtree In, Sheffield o_o 
TYRRELL, daa ; Fishmonger April 8at3 Off 
, Byrom st, Manchester 
Day, Kingston upon Hull, D « April 8 at 11 
, Trinity House in, Hull ~ - 
Wakgp, WILue. Rothwell, or saute, ¥ Peunt April 7 
ae at ie eae .o- ~ ae ae ae 
ATTs, Jemima Evetyy ress! ril 7 at 
12.80 Off st, Ipswich e 


at 3 


WALke 
Off 


Off Rec, 36, Princes 
Wueerer, Francis, Lalyeoel, Birmingham, Foundry 
Foreman April 7 at 12 174, Cenperetinn st, Bir- 


Bairey, Joum, Desvemie 


ff Rec, 4, Pavi bldgs, Brighton 
sf Bl 
chm no st, So’ 
April 6 at 12 Off Rec, Bridge st, N 
tead, ae , Inn- 
Pet haa 25 120, Ord Marth . 


Wessege Joux, Rotti , Sussex, Farmer April 13 at 
Woorpeipee, Caartes Carrey, Southam 
st sae 6 pon Off Rec, 
Wareroxp, cay oe am document April 7 at 
12 Street Hotel, Canno: 
Waicst, AsTHun Cuances, Potton, Beds, Wheelwright 
pton 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
| Aupznsox, A.raep, Manchester, Painter Manchester Pet 
March 9 Ord March 25 
Barker Tout Win Wituiam, Sowerby Brid Bedding 
Manufacturer Halifax Pet March 2 Yorks, Bedi 
ter 


Buaxe, ArgTuue some, Peer Veterinary 
Poole Pet March i1 Ord March 24 Surgeon 


Busy, Ricnarp eons South Shields, Cabinet Maker 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet March 10 Ord March 23 
, Auicr Ess, Brooks Bar, Manchester 

ey Manchester et March 23 woe irk 
Coorges, James Henry, ensington 

High os Pet . 12 by ty rd March Hyde 
CresswELL, Wittiam Henry, » Cheshire 

“ashton under Lyne Pet #eb 23 Ont March '26 

Evans, Epwarp Ricuaxp, Wealdstone, Dairy Farmer 
Albans Pet Feb 26 Ord March 24 


Foruercitt, Witi14m, Stanks, Yorks Leeds Pet Man, 
25 Ord March 25 
Fou. <e Josian, Bolton Bolton Pet March 21 Og 


Garenovse, ALrrED Tom, Winton within Bournemouth 
leg Pook = Oonthall’ ots | Stok been ‘High Cour 
GReEAv: ABLES, Cop’ er 
Pet Heb 24 Ord March 25 


Gusee, al Wikrssoy, Southwick, Durham, Black. 
smith Sunderland Pet March 23 Ord March 3 
Haprietp, Ricnarp NEEDHAM. bing f Gas Plumber 

Derby Pet March 24 Ord March 24 

Hagris, Tuomas Henry, West Hampstead, Engineer High 
Court Pet Feb 26 Ord March 25 

Heaney, Joun, Newcastle on Tyne, Refreshment Room 
Keeper Newcastle on Tyne Pet March 24 Ord Manh 


25 

Joxes, JosernH, West a Staffs, Corn Dealer Wet 

Bromwich Pet March 22 Ord March 25 

Kemp, ~~ Kin ae Hull, Builder Kingston 
upon Hull Pet SMoech 95” Ord March 

Kiwper, Aurrep, Bedford, 6. Bedford Pet Marh 
26 ‘Ord March 26 

Lastetr, Gzorct, Hove, Sussex, Draper Brighton Pe 

March 25 


Feb 27 Ord 
Lewis, Taomas, Aberavon, Collier Neath and Aberayo 
Pet March 24 Ord March 24 


Lumuey, Ceci, ALGERNON, 8t John’s Wood, Solicitor High 
High Pet Feb 29 Ord March 23 

Merrick, Cuar.es Vanion, Burrington, Somerset, Printer 
Wells Pet Feb20 Ord March 25 

Neave, AtraepD James, Sutton, Norfolk, Baker Norwich 
Pet March 24 Ord March 24 

Paxxer, Joun, Hastings, Builder Hastings Pet Feb% 
Ord March 26 


Parkinson, Cuarizs Henny, Hanging ot Heston, a Dae 
bury Dewsbury Pet March 26 rd 

Poox.ineton, CHaR_es, Chapel teidiewy. ae ur Sale, Yorks 
Wheelwright York Pet March 22 Ord March 2 

Russett, Marnew Suanxs, and Sipney Hewey Bosseu, 

ww in Furness, Cabinet - a! Barrow in Furnes 

Pet March 26 Ord March 2 

Russevt, Wit1i1aM FRepDerick, Ht M Prison, Wandswort, 
Builder’s Foreman High Court Pet March 25 Ond 
March 25 

SuaprorTs, Joun Tuomas, H M Prison, Newcastle a 
Tyne, ey Master Newcastle on Tyne Pet Marh% 


ae. oy oe all Builth Wells, Brecon, Watchmaker 
Newtown Pet Maichil1 Ord March 26 


Tippy, Tuomas, Rishton, Lancs, Collier Blackbum Pe 
March 25 Ord March 25 


Tomirnson, WILLIAM Henry, Liverpool, Grocer Liverpodl 
Pet March 23 O1d March 25 

Trenter, Frank Artuur, Woodbrid 2° one, Cattle 
Dealer Ipswich Pet March4 Or 

Waker, Epwarp, Skipton, wore, 4 at en 
Bradford Pet March 26 Orc 1 March 26 

Weston, Henry, Southsea Portemouth Pet March 3 
Ord March 23 


Waitt, Freperick, Derby, Restaurant Keeper Derby 
Pet March 


24 Ord March 
Wiuietrs, Wit11am, Old on. Rowley Regis, Stalls, 00 
Work Manufacturer Dudley Pet 
March 24 
Wituiams, Perexr Joyes, Beumaris, Anglesey, Groot 
gor Pet March 14 Ord 
Wison. Catnenive, Barrow in Furness, Fraiterer Barrow 
in Furness Pet March % March 24 
Wootprivez, Cuartes Capen, 
Sundriesman Southampton 


Southampton, Cenenl 

Pet March 26 On 

Wricut, Stepxen Haysos, oy Clee, Gt Grimsby 
Grimsby Pet March 24 rd March 24 








Annual Subscriptions, WHICH MUST BE PAID 
IN ADVANCE: Soxicrrors’ JouRNAL and 
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post-free. Soricrrors’ JoURNAL only, 26s; 
Country, 288.0; Foreign, 30s. 4d. WBxLY 
REPORTER, in Wrapper, 268. ; Country # 
Foreign, 28s. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring i 
Soxicrrors’ JouRNAL with regularity it # 
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the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane. 





Been, Avyazp Covetxey, Exeter, Fine Art Dealer 
Pet Feb10 Ord March 24 





law calf, 5s. 6d. 
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